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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 


JOHN H, COLEMAN, - 
1493 Morris Road, S, E., 
Washington, D. Ce, 
Plaintiff, 
VS. 


WILEY W. GODSEY, Acting Chairman 

Board of Revocation and Review of 

Hackers' Identification Licenses, 
301 C Street, .N..W., 
Washington, D. C,, 


JOHN R, HESS, Assistant Corporation 
Counsel, D.C., Municipal Court, 
Criminal Division, 
Sth & E Streets, N.W., 
Washington, D.C., 


LEE S, HENSLEY, Lieutenant, 

Traffic Division, 

Metropolitan Police Department, 
Municipal Center, 
Washington, DeCe, 


GEORGE A. ENGLAND, Special Assistant 
of the Commissioners, D.C., 

District Building, 

Washington, D.C., 


FRED L. HALLER, Representative, 


Commissioners' Traffic Advisory Board, 


Municipal Center, 
Washington, D.C., and 


ROBERT E. McLAUGHLIN, 

DAVID E. KARRICK, 

THOM:S A, LANE, 

Board of D.C. Commissioners, 
“istrict Building, 
14th & E Streets, N.W., 


Washington, D.C., 
Defendants 


AMENDED 


— eee ee 


FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


ad 


Civil Action No. 4410-56 


ed ad SF NP NY (Nw! a ad a i ed —sF— A OY OZ 


ad 


COMPLAINT 


—— eee 


(For Injunction and Mandatory Relief) 


(1) 


The complaint for injunction and mandatory relief of John H. Colenmp, 


plaintiff herein, respectfully represents to the Court as follows: 


1. The jurisdiction of this Court is based upon and invoked under 


Title 11, Section 306, of the District of Columbia Code, 1951 Edition. 


(2) 


2. Plaintiff is a citizen of the United States, a resident of (2) 


the District of Columbia and has been a full time taxicab driver in said 


District for approximately thirty years, and was up to October 24, 1956, 


the legal holder of hackers' identification card, 

3. The defendant, Wiley W. Godsey, is connected with the Board of 
Revocation and Review of Hackers' Identification Licensee and on October 24, 
1956, aforesaid, was the Acting Chairman of said Board, together with the 
following defendants constituting the Board, namely: 


John R. Hess, 
Assistant Corporation Counsel, D. C. 
Municipal Court, Criminal Division; 


Lee S. Hensley, : 
Lieutenant, Traffic Division, 


Metropolitan Police Department; 


George A. Engianc, 
Special Assistant of the Commissioners, 
B03 : 


Fred L. Haller, Representative, 
Commissioners' Traffic Advisory Board; 


which Board is an agency of the defendants the Board of Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia, also sued herein. 

4. On October 24, 1956, the Board of Revocation and Review of Hackers’ 
Identification Licenses, after a hearing, through its Acting Chairman, Wiley 
W. Godsey, rendered a decision concurred in by the other defendants of the 
Board revoking plaintiff's identification card, which was immediately taken 
from him, upon an alleged charge, which is as follows: 

"It is alleged that on or about August 2, 1956, at approximately 
10:40 a.m. you did attempt to solicit a citizen accepted as a 
passenger in your public vehicle for immoral purposes. It 

is further alleged you did use vulgar and profane language." (3) 

5. Plaintiff has denied this alleged charge from its inception, first, 
.. the Hack Inspector's office; second, before the District Attorney's Orrts. 
Municipal Court, Criminal Division, which office declined to make formal 
charges; and, lastly, before the Revocation Board aforesaid. 

6. In support of the above charge, a single witness, ea female complainant, 
testified against plaintiff without a scintilla of corroboration. 

7, Plaintiff flatly denied the solicitation and the scurrilous and 


vulgar language attributed to him. 





8. That there are original papers, including a letter from the (3) 
complainant, exhibits, and recording compromising the record of proceedings 
before the Board of Revocation, 

9. The overall testimony before the Board of Revocation was in substance 
as follows: 

Plaintiff is a full time taxicab driver having operated a taxicas in 
the District of Columbia for approximately 30 years, He is a marricd man, 

58 years of age, cclored, living with his wife and they have two children, 

a son in the military service and a 16-year old daughter, who attends schocl. 
Plaintiff has no other means of Xivelihood, has no ovher trade and is the 
sole support of hie family, 

The complain’ was made by e 48-year old, widowed, colored woman of 
ordinary appearance, who live3 with an unmarried caughter at 1701 Swann 
Street, N. W., in the District of Columbia. Compleinant is employed as a 
cook at St, Elisabeth's Eogpital at tne home of a Docto> Hoffman, a psychiatrist, 
and that she had at one time attended mental patients. 

Testimory further disclosed that on August 6, 1956, complainany (4) 
delivered to the Yack Inspector's office a letter written in ink, in which 
letter she reletes in detail with the most scurrilous, vuigar, indecent and 
filthiest language, her complaint that plaintiff, respondent before the 3oard, 
solicited her for the purvose of a lewd and immoral act of sodom;. 

Gwe weeks later a Heck Inspector took both comlainent and plaintiff to 
the District Attorney's cffice in the Municipal Court, Criminal Division, 
where complainant again related her story. 

There were no charges placed against plaintiff at the District Attorney's 
office. 

The order of testimony before the Board of Revocation was as follows: 

That, on Avgust 2, 1956, at 10:40 a.m. complainant hailed plaintiff's 
taxicab in the vicinity of the 1700 block of New Hampshire Avenue, N. W., 
and in an excited voice instructed plaintiff to take her to St. Elizabeth's 
Hospital; that she was very nervous as she had some trouble with her daughter. 
and that she was late for work. She stated that she took the number of the 
taxicab and that she “usually got 911 cab numbers when she got in--in case 
anything happened." When pressed she said she had lost a pocket book at one 
time and that was her reason for doing 80. 

On the way down New Hampshire to 18th and 9 Streets, N. W., into Con- 


necticut Avenue, complainant was trying to light a king size cigarette. She 





told plaintiff that she was not used to these long cigarettes, when, (4) 
according to her, plaintiff was supposed to have solicited her for the 
perverted act and used the foul language attributed to him, 

When the taxicab reeched the vicinity of 17th Street, below Pennsylvania 
fveme, N. W., the conversation turned to the subject of a series of historical 
statucttes of presidents, that plaintiff had glued to the dash board of (5) 
bic taxicad (photographs of these statuettes were exhidited to the Board of 
Revocation and are part of the record). Complainant showed great interest in 
these statuettes, questioning the plaintiff about them. Pleintiff obliged by 
explaining each individual statustteia detail and giving syne, historical 
dackground of each, starting with President Eisenhower, Mrs. Eisenhower, 
right through to President McKirley, There was practicaily no other conver- 
gavion of any materiality bearing upon the alleged charge made by the com- 
flainent. She stated she was in fear during the trip which took exactly 21 
minutes to make, according to plaintiff, who upon instructions from his 
counsel made a similar trip later under similar circumstances starting at 
the point of origin and ending at the exact point of destination, the same 
identical route, same time, similar weather, same stops and traffic conditions. 

Yet with all the necessary stops and for intersection traffic lights, 
complainant not once attempted to call for help, call a policemen or atteupt 
to get out of the taxicab. In addition thereto she admitted that when the 
first gate of St. Elizabeth's was reached, just south of Summer Road on 
Nichols Avenue, S. E., & guard was at the gate. The taxicab stopped and was 
then waved on by the guard. Still, she made no complaint. _—— her destination 
was reached, she paid the plaintiff with a one dollar bill and was given 20 
cents in change. She added that plaintiff had made no attempt to touch her, 
except when he gave her the 20 cents change she thought he pinched her finger 
°* she took the change and further added that he was the worst cab driver she 
had ever seen. She testified she had never seen or knew plaintiff before. 

Plaintiff specifically testified that he had never seen: the complainant 
before August 2, 1956; that the initial | 

Plaintiff specifically testified that he had never seen the com- (6) 
~ainant before August 2, 1956; that the initial conversation vas all on 
her part respecting her daughter, her nervousness and about being late; that 
she did ask him for a match, and that he took a folder of matches down from 
the visor and gave them to her, that he had stopped at all stop signs and 


traffic lights; that this was broad daylight, plenty of traffic and people on 


the streets, 





That a% about where the Mills Building is on 17th Street, just (6) 


below Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W., complainant inquired ehout the statuettes 
and the conversation about them lasted until they had reached the vicinizy 
past South Capital Street Bridge, thereafter there was practically nothing 
said at all. 

Plaintif? further testified that he never had a charge of this kind ever 
made against him during his lifetime; that he was a gooc family man, cid not 
drink, smoke, and never used language such as the complainant had writtea 
in her letter. He covld no> give any reason why complainant shovld make such a 
charge, uniess there was something wrong with her. 

Plainviff stated thas he was a normal man, loved his wife and chilzren 
anc worked hard for then. 

His testimony was ccrrcbtorated by his wife, a nice looking man. who 
testified that she leved her hustand;. that he was goo’ to his family; that 
their home life was upright, naturally and normal. That he husband was never 
reluctant in normal sex intimacies. 

Plaintiff furthermore supported the above testimony by the introduction 
ef many character letters (Board has no power of subpoena) from neighbors, 
friends and acquaintances, wno stated they had mown him from periods ranging 
from 5 to 22 years and who stated that he was a man of good swral character, 
honest and respected in the community in which he lived. 


At the close of this testimony the photos of the statuettes, and (7) 





cnaracter letters were offered in evidence and received. A city map showing 
the route taken, the Board decided was unnecessary. 

Thereupon, counsel for plaintiff argued for dismissal of the charge 
-mphasizing the following points. 

FIRST: 

That this charge being one of the most heinous that can be made a7teins’. 
another human, must be received and analyzed by this Board with suspicion, 
the greatest care, scrutiny and caution. It tends to destroy and blast a 
reputation built upon years of respectability. In this matter we have the 
testimony of the complainant alone as to the alleged solicitation and the 
eourrilous, vulgar, indecent and malignant words attributed to respondent, 
but written by the complainant. 

SECOND: 
The Board must remember that there does not exist even a scintilla 


of corroboration to this complainant's story. While on the other hand you have 


5 





& fair and reasonable explanation as to the consumption of the 21 (7) 
minute ride, that the time was consumed by the questions and answers relating 
to the interest sham to the statuettes. Furthermore, if this complainan 

had any fear of this plaintiff, for which there is no basis, she could 

have called for help, got out of the cab or attracted somebody's attention, 
She did not do so because what she charged did not happen. : 

Lew me remind you again, that in a terrible charge of this kind, in 
wnich the accusation is so destructive, the Courts have held there mist be 
corroboration. Any>ccy, by word of mouth, can accuse another falsely and 
easily charge hin, and to disprove such a charge is an imossibility. Tnere= 
fore, if my recollection serves me right, there must ve poencioeatten (8) 
of the circumstances, which we do not have, 

THIRD: 

Evidence of plaintiff's good character, it was argued, mst de 
given great weight, because in cases of this kind where — are present 
cniy the complainant and the respondent plaintiff's gocd character may be 
the only defense. Obviously, a person addicted to verversion would not likely 
ve able to produce evidence of good character. 

FOURTH: 

We mst bear in mind that here we have a good aeni,! before and after 
the alleged accusation, and unless the accusation by great evidentiary weight 
overbalances any douvts great irreparable destruction will result in this 
man's reputation. His family, wife and children will suffer the consequences 
and his and their future welfare and livelihood will be shattered, all be- 
cause of the uncorroborated word of an accuser, who may have his or her own 
reason or motive. Only God would know the answer, 

Therefore, from all the evidence herc, the decision of the Board must 
be one of dismissal of this devastating charge to respondent's reputation 
end livelihood. 

10, That there is no appeal to the defendant Commissioners from the 
Secision of defendant, Board of Revocation and plaintiff's only hope is to 
the Court of Equity for expeditious relief in order that plaintiff and his 
family may not become public charges and suffer irreparable ingusy from lack 
of employment, which has been unjustifiably and illegally taken away from 
plaintiff, and for grounds therefor states as follows: 3 

a. That proceedings before an administrative Board mist have some 


semblance of legality respecting evidence, the quantum of proof thereof (9) 
and the application of law. 


(b) That a charge of sodomy must be subjected to the most careful (9) 
scrutiny. 

(c) That en invitation of any person to another for lewd and immoral 
purposes being in itself a heinous accusation, the defendants must seriously 
consider the nrevention of unwarranted irreparable destruction of reputation, 
and to preven’ criminal offense cf blackmail in connection with charge of 
verval invitation, and is must not foster conditions or oractices which make 
césy’ to enceurare such offense. 

(ad) That the defendants failed to take to acccunt the imposition of 
quantitative recuirements of proof, which is dependent on relative provorticn, 
in experience, of Likelihood cf false accusations in a cherge of this kind, 
es compared with harm of guilty rerson‘s escepe,. 

(©) That the defendants failed to recognize that the testimony of a 
sinzle witness to euch a vile cherge grewing owt of a verbai invitation to 
sodony should be received and considcered with great caution. 

(f) Defendants totelly failed to recognize that evidence of good cheracter 
of accused is particularly applicable in that it is usually the only defense, 
except the word of the accused, and should be most seriously considered even 


by an administrative board. 


(zg) Defendants completely faiied to recognize the principle, the law and 


£021 common sense, that this kind of ease, more than any other, should require 
scorroboration of circumstances surrouncing parties at time and place of alleged 
occurrence and similar provable circumstances. 

(n} That the evidence was insufficient to sustain a revocation for unlawful 
invitation by accused to another to accompany or induce the other person for 
lewd and immoral purpose. 

(i) That the charge being of the blackest nature, forever destroy- (10) 
ing plaintiff's long established reputation for good morals and being in the 
‘ature of a criminal proceeding should have required at proceedings before an 
administrative Board a greater quantum of proof than in a criminal case of 
like nature before the courts. 

(j) That plaintiff hes no adequate remedy at law and that his only relief 
is an equitable one through injunctive relief. 

WHEREFORE, the premises considered, plaintiff prays: 

1. That a restraining order and thereafter an injunction both pendente lite 


and permanently be issued against defendants upon the illegal action taken by then. 





2. That pending the final determination of this matter the de- (10) 
fendants be ordered to restore to the plaintiff his identification license 
card and any other driving privileges that he had, 

3. And for such other and further relief as the nature of the case may 
require and to the Court may appear just and proper. 


John H. Coleman 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, ss: 3 

John H. Coleman, being first duly sworn, deposes and says that he hes 
read the foregoing Complaint and subscribed to the same, and that it is a 


truce and correct statement. 





John H. Coleman 
SUBSCRIBED ahd sworn to before me this 28th day of November, 1956. 


s/* Elizabeth G. Soutter 





James Shenos Notary Public, D. C. 
Attorney for Plaintiff 


733 Southern Building 
Wasnington 5, D. C. 


IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT . (11) 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


JOHN H. COLEMAN, ) 
Pleintirf 


V8~e 

WILEY W. GODSEY, Acting Chariman, 

Board of Revocation and Review of 

Eaciers' Identification Licenses, 
and 

ROBERT E,. McLAUGHLIN, 

DAVID B. KARRICK 

THOMAS A. LANE, 

tuard of D. C. Commissioners, 

Defendants 


Civil Action No. 4410-56 


ue NF NF a a ae ee oe ee 4 Ss 


MOTION FOR TEMPORARY INJUNCTION 


For Mandatory Relief 
Comes now the plaintiff, John H. Coleman, and moves the Court for a 


rcolininary injunction in the above-entitled action, ordering the defendants, 
Rkovert E. McLaughlin, David B. Karrick, and Thomas A. Lane, Gesteatonare of 
the District of Columbia, and their agent, Wiley W. Godsey, Acting Chairman 
o® the Board of Revocation end Review of Hackers‘ Tdentification Licenses, 
nending the final hearing and termination of this cause to return and restore 
plaintiff's identification card and other driving privileges; and to restrain 


<no defendants from taking any other action of revocation pending the final 
nearing and termination of this cause. 





The grounds in support of this motion are as follows: (11) 
irreparable injury, loss and damage has resulted and will continue to | 
result to the plaintiff by virtue of the revocation of his identification 
> card, revoked arbitrarily by the defendants contrary to the evidence and all | 
the law, thus depriving him of his livelihood, es is more particulerly (12) 
set forth in the Complaint filed herewith. 
a That the granving of the preliminary injuncticn will rcsuit in no 
injury to the defendants, whereas, on the part of the plaintiff hie 2css of 


livelihood is causing him great and irreparable injury, loss and damaces. 


ss /s/ Zemes Snenes 
Janes Shencs 
‘a Attoney for Plaintiff 
733 Sovthern Building 
ag Washington 5, D. C. 
' NOTICE 


Wiley W. Godsey. 
Acting Chairman, 
Board of Revocation and Review of 





‘“ Hackers’ Identifiertion Licenses, 
and 
Rovert S, McLaughlin, 
i Devid B, Karrick, 
Thomas A. Lane, 
ra Board of D. C. Commissioners, 
Defendants. 


Notice is hereby given you that the rules of this Court require 
se that if you oppose the granting of this motion, you must file with the “lerk 
of this Court, within five days, exclusive of Sundays and holidays, from 
the service upon you of this cabbie, the grounds upon which you oppose the 


granting of said motion, and serve 2 copy thereof upon the attorney for the 


mi plaintiff, 
» You are algo hereby given notice to produce at the hearing of this no*ion 
. ‘he plaintiff's identification card and the order revoking same. 

. /s/ James Shenos 


James Shenos 


Attorney for Plaintiff 





UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT ; (13) 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


JOHN H. COLEMAN 
1493 Morris Road, S. E. 


Washington, D. C. 
Plaintiff 
Va 


WILEY W. GODSEY, Acting Chairman 

Board of Revocation and Review of Hackers! 
Identifications . Licenses 

301 C Street, N.W. 

Washington, D. C. 


Civil Action No. 4410-56 


and 
ROBERT E. McLAUGELIN 
DAVID E, KARRICK 
THOMAS A. LANE 
Board of D.C. Commissioners 
District Building 
14th and © Strects, N.W. 


Washington, D. C. 


a a a a ad 


Defendants 


od 


MOTION OF DEFENDANTS TO DISMISS OR_IN 
THE ALTERNATIVE TOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
Tne defendants move the Court to @ismiss the above entitled cause, or, 
in the alternative, to enter a summary judgment in their favor, on the 
following grounds: 
1. The complairt fails to state a claim upon which relief can be granted. 
2. The complaint, when considered with Exhibits A-L iscracenber of 
Proceedings before the Board of Revocation and Review of Hackers' Identifica- 
tion Cards) hereto annexed and made a part hereof by beans, demonstrate 


that a rational basis exists in the administrative hearing record for the 





action of the Board of Revocetion and Review of Hackers! Identification (14) 
cards in revoking the plaintiff's identification card, and therefore, 
defendants are entitled to judgment as a matter of law. 

3. There is a misjoinder of parties of defendant. The affidavit 
of Wiley W. Godsey (Exhibit M), attached hereto and made a part hereof by 
.>ference, when considered with the compleint and the law governing revocatior. 
and review of hackers’ identification cards, demonstrates that the Com- 
missioners of the District of Columbia are improperly included in this cause 


as perties defendant. 
4. The complaint, when considered with the affidavit of Wilcy \. Godsey, 
supra, shows that plaintiff has failed to name as defendants indispensable 


parties, 
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EXHIBIT A 
REARING IN THE CASE OF JOHN H. COLEMAN 
HELD ON CCTOBER 24., 1956 

MR. GODSEY: Your name is John Herbert Coleman? 

MR. COLEMIN: Yes sir.. 

IR. GODSEY: And your name is Mrs, Eleanor D. Yarfield? 

VRS, VARNIULD, Ser oir. 

MR, GODSEY: And your Attorney Shenos, representing Mr. Coleman? 

ATTORNEL: Yes sir. 

MR. GODSEY: This is a complaint that was aledged that on about 

1St_2, 1956, at approximately 10:40 A.M., you did aettermt to solicit a 

citizen accepted as a passenger in your public vehicle fer immoral purposes. 
£% is further aledged that you did use vulgaz and profane language. In 
connection with this aledged offense it's based on a letter received at 
this office on August 5, 1956, from Mes, Warfield. The letter reads as follows; 

ATTORNEY: Now, I'm gonna object to the reading of that letter in as 
mich as we have the compliant here. I believe that her testimony would be 
the fine evidence which she wrote in that letter would certainty not be 


evidence and furthermore the reading of that letter at this time would be 


prc judical to the rights of this respondent. 


< 


MR. HESS: Just go anead and testify first then later on if he makes no 
move, wcll it won't be necessary, of coursc these hearings are now bound by 
the strict rules of court with regards to testimony. 

GODSEY: Do we have it now? 
HESS: Yes. 

MR. GODSEY: Well in view of that then, Mrs, ‘’arfield, will you state 
40 the board a complete statement of what happencd and what transpired (17) 
at that time please, 

MR. ‘JARFIELD: Well I got the cab at Now Hampshire Avenuc and Swann 
Stzeet, about 10:40 that morning and I was going down New Hempshire /venue 
and as you turn at 18th Street, I was trying to light ea cigarette and the 
match kept going out, so I said to myself "Oh" just like that. He said what's 
the mattor? I seid "nothing" I'm not use to smoking King Size cigarettes and 
it keeps putting the match ovt as well as the cigarettc. So then Mr. Coleman 
scys to me "well it's bad when you misjudge the distance of things, just 


lite thet, so I paid him no mind and then he ‘vent on talking and he said I 


a 





imagine you can't misjudge the distance of you though because you are a (17) 
long tall girl end your just my type and ever since you got in the cad you 
nave done something to me. So then he went on talking ell these things thet 
I ask him, so I set there and I commensed getting nervous snd I didn't know 
wnat to say go he kept talking, talking and talking and then finally I seid 
to him, I sav3, ah whet are those things on your dashboard and he had statuic3 
of the president, tring to break the conversation and think!ag that he 
would get eff of it ~ou know, and he told me all about the presidents and 
things and then he sect riznt deck on this same subject epcin. So he kent 
that up and what he would do snd how he would like to ezck mr breacts and 
wat kind of stuff. So I wes reeily frigatened and when we vot to Si, 
Elizabeth's Hoepitai he kept teiiing me well if you don't D2lieve me "OU 
e7<2 me a chance about twont: minutes and I'1il show rou whet I can do. Se 
waen I get to my destination I handed him a dollar oni he give me twenty 
cenis change and then he tried to greb my hand you mow when I got cut the 
e2b, so I just snatched my hand away 20 I got on out the cab, so thet's 
the way iS was, but everrsning in that letter is wnat he seta, is the words 
of it. There's nov a word in there that's not true, 

MR. HESS: Well, inasmcach as Mr. Shenos has requested that the letter not 
be read, we are in the de>k as to what the letter contained Mrs. Warfield. 

MRS. WARFIELD: Well, he went on to say, it's embarrassing to me to 
nave to repeat i* because that's wat I asked the speicertg woetaine 2 alae 
could write it inetead of just having to repeat it, but if I'm gonna have 
to do it I'll do it. So he savs ch that he didn't fuck anybody he liked to 
suck on them and take hie tongue and let the juice run down his throat and 
ail that kind of stuff. Well things like that just frightened me because 
I've never had anybody talk to me like that befcre- And I didn't mow 18) 
wheat was wrong with the man and he just kept that up all the way to St. 

Lizabeth's Hospital and I came home that night and I went right straight 

to @ policeman as soon as I got hone and told them about iti and he told me 
to come down here and report it end that's what I did. I came right down the 
next day and reported it. : 

MR. HESS: You do work at St. Elizabeth's Hospital? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Yes I work. 

MR. HESS: You were going to work there? 


MRS. WARFIELD: Yes I was going to work. 


MR. HESS: Did you try at anytime to ask him to let you out of the cab? 
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MRS, WARFIELD: No I didn't because I didn't lmow what he was, (18) 


he was in such a stage I didn't know what he might do you know, I mean he 
was acting so queer, I've never seen anybody act like that before. 
MR. HESS: Daylight of course? 
MRS, WARFIELD: Yes it was in the morning about twenty minutes of eleven 
when I got the cab. 
MR. HESS: It's a long way from New Hampshire and 18th to St. Elizabeth's 
Hospital- - - - 
MRS. WARFIELD: Yes- - - - 
MR. HESS: If you were afraid of anything you could have stopped at 
any corner. 
MRS, WARFIELD: Well I didn't stop I just left him, I thought any minute 
that he would stop- - - 
4 MR. HESS: Did he stop at any traffic lights while you were with him? 
{ MRS. WARFIELD: Yes he stopped a couple of times. 
' MR. HESS: You could have gotten out of the cab I think. 
- MRS, WARFIELD: I guess I could have but I just --- - 
MR. HESS: Was all of this conversation on his part or did you engage 
him in any? 
MRS. WARFIELD: No I didn't engage in nothing like that because (19) 


MR. HESS: After this original conversation in where you were talking 
with your cigarette you didn't say another word to him all the way over there? 
MRS. WARFIELD: I asked him about the statutes of the president. 
MR. HESS: And then after that? 
MRS. WARFIELD: After that he stopped and told me he was going wrong 
and he was telling he had just carried his daughter to summer school and 
that was the last day and then I said well how many children do you have? 
I would talk to him trying to get him off the subject that he was on but he 
would talk to me back and then he would get right back on this same thing again 
you Imow that he was on and then he would ride along as he would ride along 
he looked back at me in his cab and stare me up, then all I could co was sit 
there °-nd he stared st me just 1ite that and I was really frightened because 
IT wouldn't loose my time fram vork and I wouldn't make up a lie on the man. 
MR. HESS: Of course, all that, that you would have done or what you 
wouldn't do is all conclusion to the test marks of what you think. Have 


you ever seen Mr, Coleman before the day that you got into his cab? 
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MRS. WARFIELD: No, no. . (19) 

MR. HESS: You have never seen him before? : 

MRS. WARFIELD: No. 

MR. HESS: Are you married Mrs. Warfield? 

MRS. WARFIELD: I'm a widow, 

MR. HESS: Who do you live with? : 

MRS. WARFIELD: I live with myself, my daughter and t. 

MR. HESS: Your own daughter? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Un-~huh. 

MR. HESS: How are you employed? 

MRS. WARFIELD: I work for one of the doctor's over there, Dr. Hoffman. 

MR. HESS: Doctor as far as prescriptions is concerned or - - = - 

I can’t hear you, will you talk a little louder? “hat are you? (20) 

MRS. WARFIELD: I'm a cook at Dr. Hoffman's home at St. Elizabeth's. 
The Chief Doctor of Medicine. 

MR. HESS: Are you paid by the doctor or by the government? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Government. 

MR. GODSEY: How did you recognize this man as being the same one in the 
cab afte> that? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Beg your pardon. 

MR. GODSEY: This man here, how did you establish that he was the man 


that you talked to in the cab? Did you recognize him? Did you have his cab 


number when you made this report to the police? 

MRS. WARFIELD: I didn't get his number ah I didn't get all of his number 
I got the 70 and a 3, I think it was 708, it was 708 and I went upstairs 
and told the man upstairs what he looked live. 

MR. GODSEY: What do you mean by that nov? 

MRS. WARFIELD: It was the Officer up in the Hack Inspector's- - - - 

MR. GODSEY: Oh I see your talking about this. ; 

MRS, WARFIELD: Yea, I told him what he looked like and I told him that 
he had a rubber band over his cab number over the last number, I could get 
the two but I couldn't get the fourth number, so then he looked it up for 
me and he got three pictures out and then I identified Mr. Coleman, and I 
told him the cab number, I remembered the cab number. : 

MR. HESS: Was this the man that was the driver of the cab? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Yes he's the one. 


MR. HESS: I have no further questions. 
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LT. HENSLEY: Oh yes I do have one, I mean ah other than attempting (20) 
to change the conversation or to leave it to less objectionable conversation 
or subject. Did you specifically object to what he said? 

MRS. WARFIELD: I told him I said, your the worse cab driver I've ever 
seen in my life and I said I've never had a cab driver to talk to me like 
that and he said yea but if you was a younger person I wouldn't say nothing 
to youe I know what I'm doing he says because I've talked to the older people 
because I know what I can do and he says furthermore I'm 58 years old and 
my age is against me and I know what I can do with women and he said (21) 
that's the reason why I don't fool with none of these young women. 

END OF RECORD 

MRS. WARFIELD: He kept on looking back at me every once in a while and 
saying what he could do to me you know and things like that. That's when I 
told him he was the worse cab driver I have ever seen in my life and I said 
I never have seen a cab driver like you before. 

MR. HESS: Was that the one where he made the change and grabbed your hand? 

MR. WARFIELD: Yea that was on the same- - ~- - 

MR. HESS: Did he actually grab your hand? 


MRS, WARFIELD: When he handed me, when I- - - when he handed me the 


twenty cents he started to grab my hand and I took the twenty cents, snatched 


my hand away and got out the cab. 

MR. HESS: You say you saw the cab number? 

; MRS. WARFIELD: Yea I usually get all cab numbers when I get in. 

MR. HESS: Wait a minute. What did you say? You usually get all cab numbers 
when you get in? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Yes. I mean there's anything happens I always know what 
cab I was riding in, so this cab when I got out, I looked at the door and 
it was 463, 

MR. HESS: You say you got the number on his face? 

MRS. WARFIELD: A rubber band was drawn over his face, the last number 
on his face. 

MR. HESS: You are sure it was his face? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Yes, his picture? 

MR. HESS: Yes. 

MRS. WARFIELD: Yes I saw his picture. 

MR. HESS: Any question about this is the man? 


MRS, WARFIELD: Un-huh, he's the man. 





MR. HESS: You are sure about that? : (22) 

MRS. WARFIELD: Yes I'm sure. : 

MR. HESS: You identified the photograph the next day? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Upstairs. | 

MR. HESS: When did you see him after that? 

MRS. WARFIELD: When we went before the District Attorney. I didn't see him 
anymore until the day we went before the District Attorney. 

MR. HESS: Did you identify him over there also? 

MR. WARFIELD: Yes. 

MR. HESS: How soon was that after the incident happened did you appear 
before the District Attorney? Was it a week, ten days, two weeks or a month? 

MRS. WARFIELD: About two weeks I think. 

MR. HESS: About two weeks afterwards, 

MRS, WARFIELD: You know we had a Officer Davis upstairs called me and told 
me to ah go over to the District Attorney's Office in the morning at nine 
o'cloc):. : 

MR. HESS: Have you ever had any previous experience si as this in any 
other taxicab? 

MRS. WARFIELD: No I haven't. Never before. 

MR. HESS: You said that you got the number of each cab before you got 
© - in and I just wondered if you have had any unsatisfactory spending in the 
passed, | 

MRS. WARFIELD: Well no, I've always made a habit of thet because one time 
” I lost a billfold in a cab and ah when I called up the office they asked me 

what was the number of the cab, well I didn't ‘mow, but then he said you 
should alvays get your number of the cab in case you lose something, so that's 
© why I made a habit of getting numbers. 3 

MR. HESS: Is all that in the record? I object to this matter of -- this 
is all heresay evidence and the purpose of this record in case this matter 
> has to be appealed. Have you ever seen this man before, this Mr. Coleman 
before this latest incident? 

MRS. WARFIELD: No I have never seen him, : (23) 
7 MR. HESS: You didn't know him prior to that time? 

MRS. WARFIELD: No I've never known him and I've never seen him before 
in my life and as I just said this is the third time that I have seen Mr. 
Coleman, that day and the day we went to the District Attorney and today. 


MR. HESS: Any questions you would like to asi: Mr. Shenos? 
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ATTORNEY: Now ah, you have told us, what was your name again? (23) 
MRS. WARFIELD: Eleanor Warfield. 

“TTORNEY: Eleanor “farfield. Where do you live? 

MRS. WARFIELD: 1701 Swann Street. 

NTTORNEY: And who did you tell us lived there with you? 

MRS. WARFIELD: My daughter. 

ATTORNEY: How old is she? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Twenty-four. 

ATTORNEY: Twenty what? 

MIS, WARFIELD: Twenty-four. 

LTTORNEY: Is she married? 

MRS. WARFIELD: No she isn't married. 

ATTORNEY: Has she ever been married? 

MRS. WARFIELD: No. 

ATTORNEY: And you are a widow. How long have you been a widow? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Since Forty-seven. 

ATTORNEY: Nine years. Now you told us I thin: that you worked for a 


Doctor Hoffman at St. Elizabeth's. That's inside of the St. Elizabeth's grounds, 


MRS. YARFIELD: That's right, it's on the grounds. 

LTTORNEY: And ah with respect to St. Elizabeth's proper or lct's say 
the St. Elizabeth's building, which side of the Nichols Avenue is that? East 
or West? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Right hand side going up the first gate. 

ATTORNEY: That would be the west side? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Yes sir. 

ATTORNEY: Right. And that's the first gate going up? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Going up. 

ATTORNEY: Now what's the nearest street from the first gate north on 
Nichols Avenue? 

MRS. WARFIELD: I don't know because St. Elizabeth's Hospital runs all 
up to Portland Street. 

ATTORNEY: Well I mean north, before you get to that gate, what is the 
street that - - - 

MRS. WARFIELD: Sumner Road, 

ATTORNEY: Sumer Road? 


MRS. WARFIELD: Un-huh, 


if 








ATTORNEY: Is that the street that you came up and made the right (24) 


turn, is that right? 

MRS, WARFIELD: Yes we came up that wey. 

ATTORNEY: Alright. Now ah was it raining that day? 

MRS. WARFIELD: No it wasn't. 

fTTORNEY: Broad day light? 

MRS. WARFIELD: In the morning. 

ATTORNEY: Alright. You told us that you had left your home, or you and 
daughter which and ah when you got out of this address that you just 
me Swann Street, you walked down what street? 2 


MRS. WARFIELD: I walked to the corner of New Hampshire Avenue and Swann 


street which is right on the corner, I live right on the corner. 


ATTORNEY: Yes, now did you pick up a cab there? | 

MRS, WARFIELD: Right by the drug store, yes, I picked up a cab. 
ATTORNEY: Right by the drug store? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Un-huh. 

ATTORNEY: Right at- - - - : (25) 
MRS. WARFIELD: Right at New Hampshire 'venue and Swann. 

ATTORNEY: Right. Alright now ah what was the color this cab? 

MRS, WARFIELD: Black and White. 

LTTORNEY: Any particular name on it? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Federal, 


ATTORNEY: Federal, alright, you got in. Do you always.taxe a cab when 


you leave your house to go to St. Elizabeth's? 


MRS. WARFIELD: Not always, but I mean most of the time, sometimes I do. 
ATTORNEY: What are your hours at St. Elizabeth's? 


MRS, WARFIELD: From 10:30 to 7:00 o'clock at night 


ATTORNEY: 10:30 to 7:00, Now on this day what time did you tae this cab? 


MRS. WARFIELD: About 10:40. 

ATTORNEY: 10:40? 

MRS. WARFIELD: It was twenty minutes of cleven when I- - - - 
ATTORNEY: You were late that day? : 

MRS, WARFIELD: I was running late and I came out and got the cab. 
ATTORNEY: So the cab ---did you tell the cab driver you were late? 


MRS. WARFIELD: No I didn't I didn't say anything to him I just told him 


I wanted to go to St. Elizabeth's Hospital please. 


ATTORNEY: You didn't say that you were late at all? 
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MRS. WARFIELD: No I didn't. (25) 
ATTORNEY: You didn't say that you were in a hurry? Alright now, ah when 


dic you light this cigarette? 





MRS. WARFITELD: At New Hampshire Avenue and Massachusetts, 
ATTORNEY:. Where? Out in the street? 


MRS. WARFIELD: I mean 1&th and Massachusetts where you turn to go down 





1Sth Street. 

ATTORNEY: In the cab? 

MRS. WARFIELD: In the cab. (26) 

ATTORNEY: And how did you light it? 

MRS. WARFIELD: I had my own matches. I had my own matches and I had lit 
aoout three matches and the cigarette- - -, and I said I don't smoke king size 
cigarettes I smoke Lucky Strikes mostly. To judge the distance of the two 
cigarettes makes a difference, so the king size cigarette kept putting the 
metch out, so that's why- - - 

ATTORNEY: Alright, so it is your testimony then that at 18th and 
Massachusetts Avenue you lit your cigarette, is that right? 

MRS. WARFIELD: That's right. 

ATTORNEY: You are sure you didn't light it at 18th and Connecticut Avenue? 

VRS. WARFIELD: No, it was 18th and Massachusetts Avenue, because the light 
was just about ready to turn. It turned to red vhen he stopped there. That's 
when I vas lighting the cigarette, just before he stopped. 

ATTORNEY: You didn't ask him for a match? 

MRS. WARFIELD: No, I didn't ask him for a match. 

ATTORNEY: But, isn't it a fact he gave you one? 

MRS. WARFIELD: No he did not. 

ATTORNEY: Isn't it a further fact that he had one up on his visor and he 
gave you the package? 

MRS. \WARFIELD: He did not give me a match, I had my own matches, I carry 
them in my pocket at all times. 

ATTORNEY: Now, up to that point, according to what you have told this 
Board here, ah--. Is it your testimony that he made these statements to you, 
vulgar, obscene statements, before you lit your cigarette, or after? 

MRS. WARFIELD: After. 


ATTORNEY: After? 
MRS. WARFIELD: After I lit the cigarette. 
ATTORNEY: So at least we know that up to 18th and Massachusetts Avenue 


there vere no vulgar statements made. 
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MRS, WARFIELD: No, he hadn't said nothing. | (27) 

ATTORNEY: Now, had you said anything to him between the time you got 
into the taxicab at Swann and New Hampshire Avenue up to the time that you 
finally lit your cigarette at 18th and Massachusetts Avenue? 

MRS. WARFIELD: No, I only told him where I wanted to go end that is all, 

ATTORNEY: But at no time did you observe his taxicab at that time, 
the interior of it? 

MRS. WARFIELD: No. 

ATTORNEY: Nothing attracted your attention? 

MRS. WARFIELD: We were going out, almost to St. Elizabeth's Hospital 
when I asked him about the presidents, I think he went out M Street. 

ATTORNEY: My question is not whether you had conversation, but did you 
observe anything special or particular in this cab? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Well I saw the statues, but~ - - 

ATTORNEY: When did you first see them? 

MRS. WARFIELD: When I first got in I saw them, but I didn't say anything 
to him about them. ; 

ATTORNEY: So you saw them at Swann and New Hampshire Avenue, is that right? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Yes. 7 

ATTORNEY: So you were curious to mow what they were about, weren't you? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Yeah, but I never said a word to him until after he got 
going and he started talking and then I asked him what the statues were all 
about. 

ATTORNEY: Now, after you lit this cigarette and you started, you con- 
tinued on 18th Street, didn't you? : 

MRS, WARFIELD: On New Hampshire Aveme, we stayed on New Hampshire Avenue. 

ATTORNEY: Now you had already been to 18th and Massachusetts Avenue. 

MRS. WARFIELD: Well, when you gotoNew Hampshire Avenue it turns down and 
goes down 18th Street to Connecticut. That's the way it goes. 

ATTORNEY: I see, so there comes a time when you are at 16th end Con- 


necticut, is that right? 


MRS, WARFIELD: Yes. , (28) 


ATTORNEY: Than where did you go? 

MRS, WARFIELD: We went straight down Connecticut Avenue, right down 17th 
Street and around the bridge way. 

ATTORNEY: You went down the basin way. That is called the basin. Across 


from the Jefferson Memorial, is that right? 
MRS. WARFIELD: Yes. 





ATTORNEY: And then you headed down Maine Avenue, isn't that right? (28) 

MRS. WARFIELD: Yes. 

ATTORNEY: And then Maine Avenue you took Oh Street, is that correct? 

MRS. WARFIELD: I think Oh Street is one-way we took M Street. 

ATTORNEY: Alright M Street, just whatever your recollection is, and then 
you went across South Capitol Street bridge? 

MRS, WARFIELD: That's right. 

ATTORNEY: And then around until you finally got to Sumer Road and then 
the distance up Sumer Road to Nichols Aveme to St. Elizabeth's, is that rignt? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Yes. 

ATTORNEY: Now, specifically at what point on the route was it that he 
said the first thing to you? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Right at 18th and Massachusetts Avenue when I said about 
the cigarette and he started talking about judging the distance of things, and 
how you could misjudge the distance of things and that started it off. 

ATTORNEY: Now how long was that conversation? 

MRS, WARFIELD: That went on and on and on and on and on as far as he went 
and then when he got down going out M Street that is when I asked him about 
the statutes and he was talking and kept sucl:ing his teeth and doing, I don't 
imow, funny things that I had never seen anybody do. I said "what are those 
statutes up there"?. To myself I said maybe if I talk to him maybe- - 

ATTORNEY: Let me interrupt you a minute. When did you start talking about 


the statues, at what particular point and route? 


MRS. WARFIELD: When we were going out M Street to South Capitol (29) 


Street, that is when- - - 

ATTORNEY: After you left Maine Avenue, is that right? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Yes. 

ATTORNEY: So that your conversation about the statues lasted from Maine, 
‘Int's say, and M Street, till when? 

MRS, WARFIELD: Well, he didn't talk about it after we got on the bridge, 
he explained it to me about the president- - - - 

ATTORNEY: And were you interested? 

MRS. WARFIELD: I had never seen one before and that is why I asked him. 

ATTORNEY: Did you ask him about the statue of Eisenhower? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Well, he told me about that. 

ATTORNEY: Did you ask him about Mamie? 

MRS. WARFIELD: I said "What is it hanging there for?", because I knew we 


had never had a woman president. 











ATTORNEY: And did you point out to him Truman? : (29) 

MRS. WARFIELD: No. 

ATTORNEY: Was anything said to him about Truman's statue? 

MRS, WARFIELD: No, he was naming them to me, because : didn't know them. 

ATTORNEY: Do you know how many statues were there? 

MRS. WARFIELD: No, I don't. 

ATTORNEY: Did he give you a little history of each one of them. 

MRS. WARFIELD: Well, he was telling me different things about them, but I 
don't remember all of that. 

ATTORNEY: I show you these photographs and ask you if that isn't the 
Statue? This is the wheel and it shows them over in the extreme left hand side 
of the cab when you are sitting behind the wheel and this is a continuation 
of them over here. This is the center part. That don't run all the way there, 
they run about here, see. This is a picture of those statuees, isn't it? 

MRS. WARFIELD: That is the way they looked. 

ATTORNEY: Is this Truman with his hands stretched out ‘there, is that 
right? : (30) 

MRS. WARFTELD: I wouldn't know which was which or whom, but I just asked 
him about the statues. 

ATTORNEY: Didn't he show you this one with the hands upraised? 

MRS, WARFIELD: He was telling me about the statues- - - 

ATTORNEY: Did he tell you who that was? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Eisenhower I think you said. 

ATTORNEY: Yes. 

ATTORNEY: Did you observe this thing on top here? 

MRS. WARFIELD:; No. 

ATTORNEY: Did you see that crusifix? 

MRS. WARFIELD: No, I said nothing about that at all. 

ATTORNEY: This is a fair depiction of those, isn't it? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Yes, it is. It was only the statues that I asked him about. 

ATTORNEY: Now, how many times from New Hampshire Avenue did the taxicab 
stop for lights? 

MRS, WARFIELD: Now, I wouldn't mow how many lights there ere from here. 

ATTORNEY: Would you say you stopped a half a dozen times? 

MRS, WARFIELD: I wouldn't say that because sometimes the light would be 
in his favor. 


ATTORNEY: Did he stop at all? 
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MRS. WARFIELD: I know he stopped once or twice for lights. I am (30) 


not going to say he stopped at every light because sometimes the light was in 
his favor and he would go on through maybe four or five blocks on green lights. 

ATTORNEY: When he did stop, was there ever traffic there? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Yes, it was cars going along. 

ATTORNEY: Would you say when he stopped it was after you left 18th and 
Massachusetts Avenue? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Yes, I think he had to stop about Connecticut Avenue 
where it came in. 

ATTORNEY: Was there other traffic there, other cars? (31) 

MRS, WARFIELD: Yes. 

ATTORNEY: People? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Well, I wouldn't say people. 


ATTORNEY: On the way down did you see a policemen? 





MRS. WARFIELD: I wouldn't know whether I did or not. 

ATTORNEY: Did you look for one? 

MRS, WARFIELD: No, I didn't. 

ATTORNEY: I am going to ask you the same cuestion a member of the Board 
did, why didn't you holler, why didn't you call out, why didn't you holler 
stop, why didn't you get out of this cab? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Because, I will tell you the reason why I didn't, I 
thought, I said I don't kmow what the man might do if I asked him to let me 
oute I thought maybe he might hit me or something and say I tried to do 
something to him and that is the reason I sit there and prayed to god thet 
I got to work safe, 

ATTORNEY: Wouldn't you rather he hit you then perform and indecent 
act on you? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Well, as long as he wasn't doing anything to me he was 
talking. 

ATTORNEY: You took time to take money out of your purse to pay him 
didn't you? 

MRS. WARFIELD: That's correct. 

ATTORNEY: Did he take you up to the door of your place of employment? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Right to the door. 

ATTORNEY: Was it Doctor Hoffman's house? 

MTTORNEY: And were you cook? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Yes, 
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ATTORNEY: Did you at that time call out? : (31) 

MRS. WARFIELD: No, because I just got out of the cab and Slammed the 
decor and xept going. 

ATTORNEY: Now, when you went into the grounds before you got to Dr, 
Hoffman's house, 23 you turned right from Nichols Avenue into St. Elizabeth's 
isn't there a goerd there? 

MRS, WARFIELD: Yes. 7 (32) 

-\ ATTORNEY: Did you tell the guard anything? 

MRS, WARFIELD: No, I didn't tell the guard anything. 

ATTORNEY: Why didn't you Mrs, Warfield? : 

MRS. WARFIELD: I didn‘t tell the guard anything because as I said the 
man hadn't put his hands on me. 

ATTORNEY: But you were afraid, weren't you? 

MRS. WARFIELD: I was afraid, yes I was afraid, out he didn't put his 
hands on me as long as he was in the front seat and I was in the back, but 
if he had stopped and said anything at all- - ~ - . 

ATTORNEY: You realize how serious this charge is against this man? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Yes, but it is true. | 

ATTORNEY: And you did not even call out to the guard? 

MRS. WARFIELD: I came and saw a policeman about it sh the afternoon when 
I got off from work. : 

ATTORNEY: Yes, but you didn't call that guard, you didn't stop a police- 


man on the way. At the District Attorney's office you told your case, didn't 
you? 
MRS. WARFIELD: Yes. 


ATTORNEY: You told him in substance what you put in that vulgar letter, 
isn't thet right? ; 
MRS. WARFIELD: No, I didn't repeat anything that I didn't put in that 


letter at the District Attorney's Office. 





ATTORNEY: Yas this man held at the District Attorney's Office, was he 
\ arrested? 3 

MRS. WARFIELD: No, he wesn't arrested. 3 

ATTORNEY: You ever written letters like that hetevet 

, MRS. WARFIELD: No, I never had cause to write them before. 


ATTORNEY: May I have that letter? 
MRS. WARFIELD: And I wouldn't have wrote that if the man upstairs to 
write it, when I went up to report it. 


MR. GODSEY: Shall we make the letter a matter of record at this time? 





MR. HESS: I think so. (33) 

ATTORNEY: Did you ever write anything in the past in your life that was 
in substance anything like that. 

MRS. WARFIELD: No I never had cause to write anything like that before in 
my life. 

ATTORNEY: You realize that is very very vulgar and indecent language? 

MR. HESS: Mr. Shenos the letter is not in the record. 

ATTORNEY: Just a minute I am conducting this case. I just said, "Have 
you got the letter?" 

MR. GODSEY: Yes, I have the letter. 

ATTORNEY: Now, who helped you write that letter? 

MRS. WARFIZLD: No one helped me write it, I wrote it myself. 

ATTORNEY: I don't want to introduce it, but is that the letter there? 

MRS. WARFIELD: That's the letter. 

ATTORNEY: That's your handwriting? 

MRS. WARFIELD: That's my handwriting. 

ATTORNEY: When did you write that? 

MRS. WARFIELD: I wrote it on a Friday. The incident happened on a Thursday 
and I wrote it on a Friday, which was the third. After I came down here in 
the morning and reported it and then I went back home because the officer 
upstairs asked me to write and I said I don't like to repeat what he said. 

He said "Don't hold back anything from us because we come up against anything 
at all every day". 

ATTORNEY: What officer told you that? 

MR, HESS: May I interject this at this point? You keep referring to this 
letter I don't know what the letter is all about, I haven't read it. The 
Board doesn't know what it is all about. If you are going to keep referring 
to the letter let's hear what it is all about. 

ATTORNEY: We are talking now about this police officer upstairs telling 
her to write that. 

MR. GODSEY: We will make the letter a matter of record and you can discuss 
the letter and discuss the letter with her. I think it is only fair that the 
other members of the Board who have not read the letter. 

ATTORNEY: Mr. Godsey, I think before this questioning is over the (34) 
Assistant Corporation Counsel will have an opportunity to read the letter 
and he can read it out loud to the Board I don't care, but at this point- - ~ - 

MR. HESS: Are you going to object to this going into evidence? 
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ATTORNEY: I don't kmow what I em going to do yet. I em not (34) 


through cross~examining, 

MR. HESS: I am going to object to anymore crossexamination regarding 
that letter until the letter goes into evidence. 

ATTORNEY: You rule on that. I am crossexamining and I want all the 
latitude I can use on crossexamination the same here as I can have in court. 
Now, rule on that. If I am going to be detured from my crossexamination I 
want the record to have that, 

MR. HESS: I think perhaps you may continue on the letter but I think it 
would be to the advantage of the other members of the Soard if you are going 
to use the letter in your cross~examination they should know what is in the 


letter, You keep referring to the vuigar letter and they have not heard the 
letter. 


ATTORNEY: There is no question there is a letter in here, is there? 

MR. HESS: There is a letter, but they do not know tie contents. 

ATTORNEY: I am not ready to disclose the letter yet I have to conduct 
ty case my own way. : 

MR. HESS: You raised the question and I am at the point of assuming you 
are ready to discuss the letter and then it should be made a matter of record. 
ATTORNEY: Now, is there anybody, anybody you can think about- - -. I 

withdraw that. | 

ATTORNEY: Now, you told this Board he tried to grab your hand, didn't you? 

MRS. WARFIELD: I didn't say he tried, I said when I handed him the 
dollar he reached at my hand like that snapped my hand away from him when he 
went to give me the change, he started to grab my hand like that. 

ATTORNEY: Alright hold that dollar. Hold it so the Board can see it. Now 
if I take that dollar like that, is that pinching you? 

MRS. WARFIELD: No, he handed me change, when he hansee me my twenty 
cents that is when he grabbed my hand. I didn't say when he took the dollar, 
because he took the dollar in his hand. 

ATTORNEY: Is that the letter? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Yes. 

ATTORNEY: Read it. | (35) 

MR. GODSEY: You may read it to the members of the Board as you have it 
witten there. 

Mrs. Warfield read original letter of Complaint. 


ATTORNEY: Now, when is the last time you read that letter? Before this time? 
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MRS, WARFIFLD: I didn't read it. That is the only one I made. That (35) 


is the only copy that I had. 

ATTORNEY: And that is the letter you wrote the day after this thing 
happened, on the third? 

MRS. WARFIELD: On the third. 

ATTORNEY: This is the first time you have seen it sirce then? 

MRS, WARFIELD: Yes, 

ATTORNEY: And you have testified here in substance to these things which 
have been said in that letter, right? 

MRS. WARFIELD: That's right. 

ATTORNEY: Now what effect does this letter have on you, with respect to 
reading it? Does it shame you at ali? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Naturally it would shame anybody to have to repeat those 
tind of vords. 

ATTORNEY: Would it shame anybody who had to write those words? 

MRS. WARFIELD: It aid sheme ne, but as I said I was asked to write them 
because when I went upstairs- - -. Can't you call upstairs and ask the officer 
upstairs about me coming down here and reporting it, if he‘*s the one who 
told me to ccme in - = = 

ATTORNEY: If you were asked to sey something indecent right now, would 
you do it? 

MRS. WARFIELD: I wouldn't do it beceuse it wouldn't be necessary right now. 
That was necessary, that is why I did that. 

ATTORNEY: How long did it take for that trip, do you mow. 

MRS. WARFIELD: I don't know it was about eleven o'clock. He got there in 
about twenty minutes. He didn't lose any time along the wayside. He drove a 
natural speed, but he just talked a lot on his way over there, that is all. 
He didn't stop or anything like that. He got me to work, I got to work at 
‘.cven o'clock. 

ATTORNEY: You never say this man before? 

MRS. WARFIELD: I never saw Mr. Coleman before in my life. (36) 

ATTORNEY: How long have you been at St, Elizabeth's? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Four years. 

ATTORNEY: Have you had occasion out there to meet patients? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Yes, I worked around patients for eight months. 


ATTORNEY: Ever work around any homisexuals? 


MRS, WARFIELD: No. 








ATTORNEY: Know what a homisexual is? : (36) 

MRS, WARFIELD: Well, I have an idea what it is, but I have never worked 
around any of them. I worked in the cafeteria, which I fed the patients 
for eight months. : 

ATTORNEY: Alright, my last question, You have identified Mr. Coleman? 

MRS, WARFIELD: Yes. 

ATTORNEY: Mr. Coleman lock like a homisexual to you? 

MR. HESS: I object to that, : 

ATTORNEY: You can object to it all you want but I say we have a right 
to get an answer and I want a ruling on it. 

Mr. HESS: Your question is does he look like a homisexual to her? 

ATTORNEY: Yes. | 

MR. HESS: I don't think there has been a proper foundation layed here 
in the first place. | 

ATTORNEY: Her words are making a homisexal out of him. My question is, 
do you think he looks like a homisexal? : 

MRS. WARFIELD: I am not trying to make anything out’ of him, I am only 
repeating what he said to me. You can't tell what a man is. 

MR. HESS: I think we have all the facts here and I think it would just 
be a conclusion on her part. | 

ATTORNEY: Am I wrong, somebody else might think so? We take exception 
to all these rulings that have been adversed to the respondent. That's all 
I have. One question. How old are you Mrs, Warficld? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Forty-eight. : 

_“MR, GODSEY: Mr. Coleman, will you stete to the Board- --- (37) 

ATTORNEY: I would rather examine him my own way, if you don't mind. 

MR. GODSEY: Alright. 

ATTORNEY: Your name is John Herbert Coleman? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. : 

ATTORNEY: And your address is 1493 Morris Road S.E., in the District of 
Columbia? 

MR. COLEMAN; Yes. 

ATTORNEY: Are you married? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. 

ATTORNEY: How long have you been married? 

MR. COLEMAN: Twenty years. 


ATTORNEY: What is the name of your wife? 
MR. COLEMAN: Annie Coleman. 





ATTORNEY: And your wife is outside ready to be called? (37) 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes. 

ATTORNEY: Did you tell your wife about this incident? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. 

ATTORNEY: You have any children? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir, 

ATTORNEY: How many? 

MR. COLEMAN: I have got two and a stcp-son. 

ATTORNEY: And what is their names and scx? 

MR. COLEMAN: My daughter is sixteen and my boy is nineteen. 

ATTORNEY: And he has been accepted by Uncle Sam? 

MR. COLEMAN: That's right. 

JTTORNEY: And your daughter is sixtecn and she is attending school at 
McKinley High and she lives at home with you and your wife, that right? 

MR. COLEMAN: Thet's right. (38) 

ATTORNEY: Now what is this step-son you speak about. 

MR. COLEMAN: He was taken by my wife when he was a year and something 
old and he is 21 now, 

ATTORNEY: siow long have you been married? 

MR. COLEMAN: Twenty years. 

ATTORNEY: Your occupation or your business is what? 

MR. COLEMAN: I have been cab driver off and on. This is my thirtieth 
year. 

ATTORNEY: During this thirty years have you ever had a charge similar 
to this placed against you? 

MR. COLEMAN: I have never had nocharges put against me pertaining to 
obscene language or vulgar language ever, I was held up once because of 
high blood pressure. 

ATTORNEY: Did you ever have a charge of this kind placcd ageinst you? 

MR. COLEMAN: I never had any kind of charge placed against me. 

ATTORNEY: Do you use vulgarity? 

MR. COLEMAN: I neither drink, smoke, chew or use vulgarity. 

ATTORNEY: Did you ever use the words f u c k in your home or elsewhere? 

MR. COLEMAN: I have no reason for such. 

ATTORNEY: Have you ever used it? 

MR. COLEMAN: No sir. 

ATTORNEY: Directing your attention your taxicab, what is the number of it? 
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MR. COLEMAN: 463, Most all the hack inspectors know me as a Federal (38) 
Cab Driver. : 

ATTORNEY: Does your cab have any number on it? Like 708? 

MR. COLEMAN: No sir, that's on my identification. | 

ATTORNEY: Do you recoginze these photographs? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir, 

ATTORNEY: Were they taken by you? 

MR. COLEMAN: They were taken by my wife. 3 (39) 

ATTORNEY: Is this a fair depiction of the dash board of your taxicab? 

MR. COLEMAN: From the driver's seat that is a picture of the dash 
board right there, That is a fair depiction, 

ATTORNEY: These three are a fair depiction of your dash board? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes. 

lt. Shenos presents pictures to the Board. 

ATTORNEY: You work as a fulltime cab driver? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. 

ATTORNEY: And during the course of a full days work do you convey many 
ladics? 

MR. COLEMAN: I work downtown and I have people from the Dupont Plaza 
where I work regularly, Statler, Mayflower and the Ambassador. I am downtown 


all day long. 


ATTORNEY: Answer my questions only. This is my question, do you convey 


many ladies? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. 

ATTORNEY: Ever have complaints from any of those ladies? 

MR. COLEMAN: None sir. 

ATTORNEY. You recall, of course, Mrs. Warfield here, the complainant? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. 

ATTORNEY: And she is correct when she says you picked hes up at Svann 
end New Hampshire Avenue? 

MR. COLEMAN: No sir. 

ATTORNEY: No? Tell us where you picked her up? 

MR. COLEMAN: L, 

ATTORNEY: L, Tell us where you picked her up, 

MR. COLEMAN: Between 1716 and 1726 New Hampshire Avenue and the lady got 


in my cab and said "Will you take me to St. Elizabeth's?", and I said "Yes mam" 
Ye stopped at 18th and New Hampshire Avenue and she was trying to light a 








cigarette and she said "Can you give me a match it went out" -and I (39) 
reached up over the sun visor and got a match and I handed it back. (40) 
ATTORNEY: And she said she was in a hurry and she was so nervous and 

you stopped at 18th and Connecticut? 

MR. COLEMAN: No sir 18th and M. There is 2 long light that turns on at 
18th and Connecticut Avenue. There is an arrow that turns to the left to 
Connecticut Avenue. At Pennsylvania and 17th the light was lit. 

ATTORNEY: Was there a policeman there? 

MR. COLEMAN: There is usually one there, 

ATTORNEY: Was there any conversation between you and the lady up to there? 

MR. COLEMAN: No sir, it started just about the middle of the Navy 
Department. 

ATTORNEY: Prior to that was there anything said with respcct to these 
charges? 

MR. COLEMAN: No sir. 

ATTORNEY: Alright. 

MR. COLEMAN: Right et the Mills Building she said "Oh, you got the 
Presidents", I said "Yes mam, there is Lincoln, Eisenhower, Roosevelt, Truman, 
Harding, “Woodrow Wilson, Teddy Roosevelt and McKinley" and she started back 
here Grant, Garfield, Buchanan, and Grover Cleveland. As you noticc they are 
there in that prospective order. I say it fifty time a day to various people. 
Very sclidom anybody gets in my cab without remarking about them. 

ATTORNEY: Now, did she ask any questions with respect to each individual 
one of these statues? 

MR. COLEMAN: "Oh", she say "What is that with the hands up?" I said 
"Mrs. Eisenhower", 

ATTORNEY: You don't need to mimic. 

MR. COLEMAN: I don't mean to mimic. I mean just the way she said that. 
There was Mrs, Eisenhower, Sam Page, Truman- - -. 

ATTORNEY: How long did all this conversation take place? 

MR. COLEMAN: Well, sir, we talked about the statues from -- I explained 
them and we talked about them from that point in front of the Mills Building 
dom 17th Street by East Executive Avenue, around the Memorial, Jefferson 
Memorial. From Jefferson Memorial we take Maine Avenue. Now, from Maine 
Avenue «re take Oh Strect. Oh street is onc-way going east. M Street comes (41) 
hac: as you gentlemen might know. Now, South Capitol Street gets you there 


from Oh Street starts at 7th. Now, from there to South Capitol and Oh there 
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was some conversation about the Statues, but I don't just remember (41) 
what the exact words were. Now, from South Capitol Street and Oh Street 
across the bridge up Sumer Road there was just a lull, I eaid nothing end 
the lady said nothing. 

ATTORNEY: Now when was that, from where to where? 

MR. COLEMAN: As you go down Maine Avenue you catch Oh Street, which is 
& one-way street- - - - 

ATTORNEY: “here was this lull you were telling us about? 

MR. COLEMAN: From South Capitol and Oh where you begin to turn into the 
bridge. | 

ATTORNEY: You left turn? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes, it is usually heavy traffic. 

ATTORNEY: Alright. Now you heard this letter read. 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir, and it makes me shiver. 

ATTORNEY: The most obscene letter you ever read, is that right? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. : 

ATTORNEY: And it was read over at the District Attorney's Office, 

MR. COLEMAN: I told him it was the most vulgar thing I ever read or 
witnessed. They said "Well, Coleman, we all Imow you but a attizen filed a 
complaint and we have got to find out about it, 

ATTORNEY: Now, did you say any of these things that are said in that 
letter to that complainant? 

MR. COLEMAN: Gentlemen, I deny anything in there as far as the vulgarity 
and that sort of thing. I have no idea why the complainant said these things. 
ATTORNEY: Did the complainant give you any inference for you to say 

enything like that? | 

MR. COLEMAN: None whatsoever. She paid me and I gave her her change and 
went out of there. : 

ATTORNEY: Now, at the end of the street there was a guerd, wasn't there? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. ! (42) 


ATTORNEY: Did the lady act like she was frightened? 


MR. COLEMAN: None whatsoever sir. There is a guard there and you have to 


stop there first and he beckons you on. : 
ATTORNEY: Did you pinch her hand when you gave her the change? 
MR. COLEMAN: No sir. 
ATTORNEY: How much change did you give her? 
MR. COLEMAN: Twenty cents. 
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ATTORNEY: And then you turned around and left? (42) 

MR. COLEMAN: Went on around the circle in front of the Administration 
Building and out again, the same gate. 

ATTORNEY: This map here we have gone over which shows your route that 
you took that day, Did you as the result of my instructions start off et the 
exact point where you were hailed by this lady and cover this distance so 
that I could know how much time it would tale you, taking into consideration 
lights and everything else? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir, 

ATTORNEY: And I understand you sterted off at 1736 New Hampshire Avenue 
end you arrived at the gate of where you let this lady off? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. 

ATTORNEY: How long did it take you? 

MR. COLEMAN: Twenty-one minutes. I checked that right on this watch. 

SITORNEY: May I see that watch. 


MR. HALLER: Ever see this lady before? 


MR. COLEMAN: Never before. I saw her on the 17th and then in the District 


Attorney's office, 

ATTORNEY: 17th of what, August? 

MR. COLEMAN: August. 

MR. HESS: What date was thet? The 17th of whet month? 

MR. COLEMAN: August. 

ATTORNEY: Fifteen days efter this was aledged to have occurred. It was 
aledgedto have occurred on the 2nd. Now, was any charges placed against (43) 
you at the District Attorney's Office? 


MR. COLEMAN: No sir. Mr. Meson was out there and talked to me and Mrs. 


Coleman and said "I don't Imow what it is all ebout, but to be at the District 


Attorney's Office on the 17th. 
ATTORNEY: Mason told you he didn't Imow what it was ell about? 
MR. COLEMAN: After we got to the District Attorney's office they told 
me up there. 
ATTORNEY: When she said you sucked in with your mouth, did you do that? 
MR. COLEMAN: I usually chew chewing gum 
ATTORNEY: What is the answer to that, do you lmow? 
MR. COLMAN: No. I had no reason to be sucking my teeth for any reason, 
ATTORNEY: You know, of course, these charges in here are charges to be 


attributable to a pervert, clearly enough, I think. 
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MR. COLEMAN: From whet I read in that letter it is entirely 





pervert. I have never read any before or since. 





- ATTORNEY: You deny the whole thing? 





MR. COLEMAN: I do sir. 






ATTORNEY: You tell us you live with your vife, 





‘ MR. COLMAN: Yes sir. 






ATTORNEY: How is your family life with respect to normal conditions? 


MR. COLEMAN: I never had any complaints about it. Not bragging but I 





ee haven't had a serious argument with my wife in twenty years. 





ATTORNEY: How is your sex life though? 





MR. COLEMAN: There is nothing wrong with me as old as I am getting. My 





o life is normal as any man's could be. 







ATTORNEY: You work every day? 


Mi. COLEMAN: Every day sir. 







-- ATTORNEY: You support your family? 


MR. COLEMAN: At the present time I am the sole support. 





ATTORNEY: Nobody else works? 






as MR. COLEMAN: No sir. | (44) 





ATTORNEY: That is all, I think the Board will want to ask some cuestions. 





MR. GODSEY: Do you have your manifest for that day with you? 





MR. COLEMAN: I got my fact. Mr. Mason got that. We go to insurance office 





and get new manifest. I realize I am suppose to “eep a manifest. 






ATTORNEY: The manifest is lost however, the indication of testimony was 





that this trip was made that day and eighty cents paid. 





MR. GODSEY: There is one thing I would like to ask Mr. Colmen, You say 














i that you went along at the light there, and specifically steted that this 

- light vas red. Are you in the habit of ‘keeping track of lights? Ordinarily 

| c Tt can go down the street and I couldn't tell you what the color of the next, 
td 





third light up was when I went past. 
- ATTORNEY: Giving him the question in an argunentive way isn't right. Go 
back and esk him if he remembers that as a fact, : 

MR. GODSEY: I just wondered, Mr. Shenos- - - 7 
i MR. COLEMAN: On going back and rechecking the time of twenty-one minutes, 
I left the same place from the Jewish War Veterans on New Hampshire Avenue 
and from there you have to step on it right smart for the light ot New Hampshire 
Avenue there at 18th and at Que Street you have to stop for ‘the light that is 
why it is not noticeable, At 19th and Que Street I stopped, not Massachusetts 
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Avenue. I caught the light at Massachusetts Avenue. I had to slow at (44) 


M Street. One light changes and it is a second or so before’.the other light 
changes into Connecticut Avenue. 

MR. HALLER: How long a time elapsed in between this incident and the 
time you made this re-run. 

MR. COLEMAN: Well, it was after the 17th. 

MR. HALLER: A couple of weeks? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. 

MR. HALLER: And on that rerun is when you refreshed your mind as to 
whether this light was red or that one was green, ete., is that correct? Is 
that what you said? 

MR. COLEMAN: No sir I didn't Imow about the lights- - - - 

MR. HALLER: Tell us what you did say. 

MR. COLEMAN: On leaving, I remember- - - (45) 

MR. HALLER: Answer the question where you sterted to say "I remember 
something", 

ATTORNEY: Answer his question. 

MR. HALLER: I was going to ask the same question Mr. Godsey dii. I ama 
little impressed by your sherp remembrance of what this light was and what 
thet light was and so forth on this route from New Hempshire and M Street 
down to St. Elibabeth's Hospital. You seem to have a very good remembrance as 
to which light was red and so forth. 

MR. COLEMAN: I work from the Dupont Plaza most of the time and you have 
to go up and touch those light to cut around and get back on the hack stand. 
Now on leaving the 1700 block of New Hampshire Avenue you cross 18th Street 
and coming up New Hampshire Avenue you hit the other light there and you can 
not catch the light at Que Street. It catches you every time unless you 
really speed. Now at Que Street is where the young lady asked me for 2 match. 
Then at about M Street going down near Pennsylvania Avenue she said "Oh, 
you have the Presidents". 

MR. HALLER: Do you remember there was an officer there et 17th and 
Pennsylvania Avenue? 

MR. COLEMAN: No sir. 

MR. HALLER: I thought on the direct testimony you said she could cali out 
to hin. 

MR. COLEMAN: No, sir, I said I didn't notice whether there was an officer 


or not, Traffic was heavy. 
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ATTORNEY: I asked him and he said he didn't recall whether there (45) 
was one or not, : 
x MR. HESS: There is no question at all but that che was in your cab on 
August 2nd, is there? . | 
MR, COLEMAN: That is correct sir. 
MR. HESS: The only question is whether or not this language end other 
things thet she states took place, is that correct? 
MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. 
pi MR. HESS: Now this took place on August ond, is thas right? 
MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. 
MR. HESS: Around 10:40 in the morning, would you say that was about right? 
a MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. | (46) 
MR. HESS: And when did this complaint first come to your attentian? 
MR. COLEMAN: I think it was Mr, Larry Mason that cone to my house. 
- MR. HESS: Well, what day was that? 
MR, COLEMAN: I don't know, but he told me to meet him in the District 
Attorney's office on the 17th. 
= MR. HESS: Well, would you say that was the 16th or 15th, when he came to 
your house? 
MR. COLEMAN: Couple days before the 17th, : 
MR. HESS: This took place on the 2nd and you can't tell us whether it was 
within a week or two weeks, 
MR. COLEMAN: It has to be a week or ten days. 
: MR. HESS: A week or ten days before this complaint ever came to your 
attention, is that correct? 
MR. COLEMAN: Mr. Mason called me into the office about a week later. 
- MR. HESS: Called you in about a week later? 
MR. COLEMAN: Yes and said "I've got a complaint on you and it is not goon". 


MR. HESS: And you are a fulltime hacker, is that correct? 





. MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. 

MR. HESS: And you have been hacking every day since thet date? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir, it is my only livelihood. 

° MR. HESS: And you heve a clear recollection she is the one who hailed 


you on that day? 





MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. I recognized her in the District Attorney's Office. 


ATTORNEY: We have done nothing to deny he is the man. 


MR. HESS: I realize that, but I am cross-examining him, Mr. Shenos. 








ATTORNEY: I realize that, you go right ahead. (46) 


MR. HESS: You have a clear recollection she hailed you and so forth, 
is that correct? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. 

MR. HESS: And you also have a clear recollection about this con- (47) 
versation about the statues starting at the Mills Building? 

MR. COLEMAN: It happened at about one of the intersections - - - 

MR. HESS: You have a clear recollection of that happening at the Mills 
Building? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. 

MR. HESS: And you have a clear recollection of the conversation taking 
place all the way to South Capitol Street end Oh Streets? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. All pertaining to the statues. 

Men. HESS: And you state practically acbody gets in this cab without 
discussing these statues with you, is that correct? 

MR. COLEMAN: I have them there for that purpose. 

MR. HESS: And you say this trip took epproximately 21 minutes? 

MR. COLEMAN: Exactly 21 minutes from where I started with the lady up to 


where she got out across from the Administration Building in St. Elizabeth's. 





MR. HESS: Now this trip took 21 minutes and the conversation took place 
from the Mills Building to South Capitol and Oh Street. 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. 

MR. HESS: You had no occasion to refresh your recollection until at least 
a week after this happened, is that correct? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. 

MR. HESS: And you never saw her before in your life? 

MR. COLEMAN: Never saw her before the time she got in the cab and the 
second time was in the District Attorney's Office end this is the third time. 

MR. HESS: Do you mow any reason why she would lodge such a complaint 
ageinst you if the facts were not so? 

MR. COLEMAN: I have no idea. I have never seen her before. 

LT. HENSLEY: I have a few questions. In the course of testimony Mr. Shenos 
was asking you the questions and in going along, as I understand it, there 
was originally the match incident which started some place along the way 
and then there was a conversation regarding statues or figures on through 
until Maine Aveme and Oh Street. Then there was a lull in the conversation 


from there to South Capitol Street- - - - (48) 
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MR. COLEMAN: Across the bridge. : (48) 


LT. HENSLEY: Across the bridge. Under the direct examinetion there, is 
thet the entire conversation that was held with this renee: was here, Mrs, 
Warfield? 

MR. COLEMAN: Concerning the Statues. 

LT. HENSLEY: That was the entire conversation including the statuettes. 
Was there anything else, Did you discuss anything else? : 

MR. COLEMAN: Other than asking for a match and I handed her the match 
without any conversation. 

LT. HENSLEY: Was there any other converssetion? 

MR. COLEMAN: She started the conversation. The lady eaid "Oh, you have 
the Presidents" and I started explaining Mr. and Mrs. Eisenhower- - - 

LD, HENSLEY: Yes, I got that and the fact she said something about her 
family and she was nervous or something like that, incleding that, but fi 
meen other then that which has been testified to in the direct examination, 
was there any other conversation? : 

MR. COLEMAN: No sir. 

LT. HENSLEY: None at all? 

MR, COLEMAN: No sir. 

LT. HENSLEY: Nothing about your wife? Nothing about your family? 

MR. COLEMAN: I mentioned my daughter in the District piwmia Office. 

LT. HENSLEY: I mean during this conversation, 

MR. COLEMAN: No sir. 

LT. HENSLEY: How old are you? 

MR. COSEMAN: Fifty-eight sir. 

LT. HENSLEY: Mrs. Warfield testified thet you stated that at your age, 
that you were fifty-eight, and you knew whet your limitations were. Now tell 
m> how Mrs, Warfield knew you were fifty-eight? 

MR. COLEMAN: I don't know how, whether it wes at the District Attorney's 
or not or hack inspector's office or what. I never told Mrs, Warfield (49) 
my age I had no reason to, | 

MR. HALLER: You said several times that you are a fulltime ecb driver? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir : 

MR. HALLER: Have you had in the last three or four years sny other part- 
time or side jobs or work of any kind other then driving 2 cab? 

MR. COLEMAN: No sir. 

MR. HALLER: Not within the last three or four years? 
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MR. COLEMAN: No sir. No sir, not since 1953, (49) 

MR. HALLER: You mentioned the Dupont Plaza? 

MR. COLEMAN: Off the cab stand. 

MR. HALLER: You work off the Dupont Plaza cab stand? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir, Mr. Gerhardt, I think it is, Mr. Madigan, Mr. Poole, 
ali of them know me personally. They know I am out there working every day. 
‘nad I work up there, I don't like to say this, but I work downtown, and I 
explained to Mr. Mason that day, "I can remember the lady very clearly 
because I very seldom haul colored". 

MR. HALLER: The reason for my question about partime driving is that 
I have seen you around town someplace. Your face is very fomiliar, I have 
been trying to place where it was. I don't mow that it has any particular 
importance to this hearing. I would like to elaborate on a question Mr. Hess 
as*:ec you, Mr. Coleman. Can you conceive of any reason why this lady would 
taxe 2 day off from her work to come to the Hack Inspector's Office, a day 
off to come to the District Attorney's Office, a day off to come dowm here- - - 

MR. COLEMAN: She was called to the District Attorney's Office, sir. 

MR. HALLER: Alright. Why should she lose her time from her wor?: to file 
these very smiss charges? What would she gain? Do you have any answer to 
that? Why would she do that deliberately. I don't kmow humen nature, I am a2 
few yecrs older than you are but I just don't see a human brcin working to 
write = letter like that and take the time and make these charges for not 
reason at all. Do you have any conception of what might have prompted that? 

ATTORNEY: Go chead and give the answer. 


MR. COLEMAN: Mr. Larry called me in the office, there and showed me the 





letter- - - (50) 
sf MR. HESS: Who is Mr. Larry? 
ATTORNEY: Officer Mason? 
MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir, I was just as much surprised as you et reading 
a that letter as any one of you could be reading it right now. I know nothing 
about it, I sweer to my maker, 
MR. HESS: You have no idea what prompted this lady to write that letter? 
. MR. COLEMAN: No sir. I never saw the lady before she was in my cab. The 
second time was the District Attorney's Office on the 17th and today. 
ATTORNEY: Didn't I ask you that same question out front before we came 
in? Why would this woman, what would prompt her to make these charges, so 


gestly, so vulgar charges against you if you never saw her before? Didn't I 
ask you thet? 











MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. ; (50) 

ATTORNEY : And what did you tell me? 

MR. COLEMAN: I couldn't answer it. 

ATTORNEY: Unless she wes what? 

MR. COLEMAN: Dreaming. 

{ITTORNEY: May I ask one question of the Sompletnant? | 

MR. GODSEY: Yes. 

ATTORNEY: Mrs, Warfield, didn't you say you were cat St. Elizabeth's 
four years? : 

MRS. WARFIELD: Thet's right. 

ATTORNEY: You ever have any treatment there? 

MRS. WARFIELD: No, I don't need any treatment, I work for one of the 
head phychetrists myself. I work for Dr. Hoffman. You can ¢cll him yoursel?. 

ATTORNEY: Dr. Hoffman, that's right. 

MRS. WARFIELD: You have a right to call him if you want to. You can get 
records from enybody over there at St. Elizabeth's Hospital if you want to, 
but everything I said in that letter is what thet man said to me. 

ATTORNEY: Are you in your forty's? : (51) 

MRS. WARFIELD: Yes, 

ATTORNEY: Are you going through change of life? 

MRS. WARFIELD: No, I am not going through ony change of life, I am going 
through the same thing that happened to me that morning, I went to work and 
I came back and reported it the next day. I wouldn't lose ay time from work to 
come down here if nothing was said. 

ATTORNEY: Mrs. Warfield, you made this statement "Usually I get oll cab 
mmbers when I get in, in case anything happens", 

MRS. WARFIELD: That is true. 

ATTORNEY: You have told us that nothing before has heppened to you. 

MRS. WARFIELD: I have stated my reason. I left a billfold inside a cab 
one time. : 

ATTORNEY: Has anything like this ever happened to you before? 

MRS. WARFIELD: No, it has never happened to me before. 

ATTORNEY: This alleged thing, did anything happen? 

MRS. WARFIELD: No. 

MR. HESS: I have a few questions of Mr, Coleman. Mr. Shenae asked a few 
questions digging into his reputation, did I understand his statement to be 


he had never been charged with any criminal offcnse? 


£0 












































MR. COLEMAN: No, sir my record shows there, I think in forty-eight (51) 





or forty-nine there was a man sold me some tires at Georgia Avenue and 
* Columbia Road- - - 
MR. HESS: Is thet your only arrest? 
MR, COLEMAN: No sir, I heve been caught in crap games times. 
z AYTORNEY: My questions was have you ever in your whole life, your career, 
ever been charged with any offense criminally except this one here? 
MR. CCLEMAN: No sir, 


eos MR. HESS: Wasn't your answer to Mr. Shenos’ question "No, I haven't been 


ee ee ed 


charged ever vith eny offense of this nature or any other criminal offense"? 
MR. COLEMAN: No sir, that was not my cnsver. My ansver was I have never 

‘ been charged with anything like this complaint. (52) 

MR. HESS: Alright. 

ATTORNEY: I would like to ask Colmen 2 few questicnc. When Officer Larry 

o Meson of the Hack Inspector's Office read this clecged comolaint to you, did 

you ct that time deny it? 


MR. COLEMAN: He didn't read it to me, sir. He handed me the letter and 





said, "Coleman, read this". 

ATTORNEY: Alright, that is when you read it. Sorry, I wes wrong, don't 
make it ony herder. /fter you read it and you digested what was in that letter, 
did you deny it to Officer Mason? 

MR, COLEMAN: Yes sir. 

ATTORNEY: Now, when you went to the District Attorney's Office, did you 
deny it then? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. 

ATTORNEY: And you denied it to me? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. 

ATTORNEY: And you deny it here? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. 
> ATTORNEY: Now do you deny in toto everything in that complaint? 

MR. COLMAN: Yes sir. 

ATTORNEY: Now that complaint shows c« date of August 6th as having been 
reecived? 

e MR. GODSEY: Received in the Office of the Hack Inspector. 
ATTORNEY: August 6th. 


MR. GODSEY: Yes sir. August 6th is the date stamped on it. 
ATTORNEY: Is any member here interested in lnowing anything about this 





route ct all. 





MR. GODSEY: I think it is all established. : (52) 


ATTORNEY: Alright, then we won't go into that. 
Mrs. Anna Coleman is called as witness. 


MR. SHENOS: Mrs. Coleman, will you state for the purpose of the (53) 


vecord and to these gentlemen sitting here, your full name. 


MRS. COLEMAN: My full name is Anna Coleman. 
ATTORNEY: Will you repeat that? 

MRS. COLEMAN: Anna Coleman. 
ATTORNEY: And is John Herbert Coleman your husband? 
MRS. COLEMAN: Yes. 

ATTORNEY: How long have you two been married? 

MRS. COLEMAN: Twenty years. 

ATTORNEY: How many children have you? 

MRS. COLEMAN: Three. 


ATTORNEY: Now, what is the condition of your home life, respecting your 


every day life? 


have 


MRS. COLEMAN: Very happy, normal home life. 

ATTORNEY: Is Mr. Coleman the sole support of the family at this time? 
MRS. COLEMAN: He is. 

ATTORNEY: And does he do anything else besides drive a taxi? 

MiS. COLEMAN: No. 

ATTORNEY: Do you love your husband? 

MRS. COLEMAN: Yes. 

ATTORNEY: And does he love you? 

MRS, COLEMAN: Very much. 

ATTORNEY: Did he ever have any trouble with the children? 

MRS. COLEMAN: No. 

ATTORNEY: Did you have any serious touble with him? 

MRS. COLEMAN: No, 

ATTORNEY: Now I ask you this, respecting your sex life, or whenever you 
intercourse what is your life in that respect? 


MRS. COLEMAN: Well, I have a very normal sex life with my husband (54) 


»*« is a normal person, I have no complaints, 


ATTORNEY: Is that normal sex relations? 
MRS. COLEMAN: Yes. 
ATTORNEY: Has anything ever happened abnormal? 


MRS. COLEMAN: No. 





ATTORNEY: Was he ever reluctant in having sexual intimicies with (54) 


MRS. COLEMAN: No. 

ANTORNEY: Now you have an idea about these charges? 
MRS. COLEMAN: A little, yes. 

ATTORNEY: i asked you to come to the office, didn't I? 
MRS, COLEMAN: Yes. 


ATTORNEY: And I teld Mr. Coleman that he should tell his wife about these 





charges, isn't that right? 
MRS. COLEMAN: Yes. 
ATTORNEY: Do you Imow of any reason why your hustand should be any 
different sexually, than vhen he is heme, that is as far as his sexual appituces 
are concerned? 
MRS. CCLEMAN: No, he hasn't been any different co far. 
ATTORNEY: During your 20 years of marriage has he shown any inclination 
or attempted any sexual intimicies with you in any other then the normal way? 
MRS. COLEMAN: Oh no. 
ATTORNEY: How were you told about this? 
MRS. COLEMAN: The lawyer told him to tell me what it was all about. 
ATTORNSY: That was my talking to him at the office I asked him about had 
he told his wife about it. He said Mr. Shenos I am so ashamed of a thing like 
tais. I said I can't help it, she should Imow about it and bring her in. 
Te HENSLEY: I have no questions, 
ATTORNEY: I have a letter here, I don’t have them in rotation. 
AT THIS POINT MR. SHENOS READS LETTERS of character references into (55) 
the record (Letters are in front of the file) 
ATTORNEY: Aina with that I conclude the respondents case end wish to 
nresent an observation. Gentlemen of the board, if you don't mind I'll stand, 
I thini: in about 20 years that I have represented respondents before this 
board, I have never in all my career heard a letter read which in body such 
scucrilous statement such malicious and vulgar language and statemenis. 
Why the words used in there I'd dare say would be used by someone so abnormal 
and So close to an animal, that the letter itself would shoc!: the decency of 
any human being. To read that letter or hear it read, the person that wrote 

% sit down and actually put such words in writing. Now I want to tell you, 
the Board, at this particular point in my observation, this case here is, I 


would sey respecting the good character that this man comes in here with 30 
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years of cab driving, his neighbors who have Imown him for 22 years (55) 
and tell you he is reliable and courteous and good moral fiber. This man 
coming here end having this charge put against him would be the next thing 

to him landing in court and being charged with rape. It ts the most dis- 
graceful charge I've ever heard or had to represent anybody for before this 
board. Why- - I hope that you gentlemen will have the Sepeitones of business 
men, and other work such as the prosecution of cases will bear in mind the 
most saliant thing, that there is no corroboration to this, not one scintilla, 
not from any foreign course is there any corroboration, and the court of 
appeals, The Municipal Court of Appeals, there is no sieouatanatan evidence- 
and the court says that the birsmirching of a mans character through the 
testimony of one person is not sufficient, because anybody. can condemn 
another and ruin him for life, ruin his reputation, his good character. As 
far as this case is concerned, taking away his Livelyhovc. I say to you that 
you must exercise the greatest powers you have as to why this thing has been 
done. That question has been asked here by the respondent if he could give 
any reason the complainant would make such charges. I think you will have 

to go further and find out why the complainant would make such a charge. 
Would it be from a monetary, there is no testimony here to that effect. 

Would it be for spite, there is no testimony to that either. Why? You heve 

to analyze this charge. These scurrlious words and the circumstances why 

and surrounding these things if any weight is to be given these charges, 

if any weight be given at all. And may I repeat, and I want. to repeat this 
for the record, with no corroboration, none whatsoever. This claim is a 

word of mouth with no solitary reason or why this man is being, has been so 
condemed. I personally, and I think this Board knows me well enough, that 
when I present these cases here that I do it on a two fold basis, my first 
and primary duty of course, is to my client and if I may say secondly, lot 

of times it comes first, I try when I prepare a case to find out as much about 
it so that the Board can reach a verdict more clearly. I am conscious, of 
course, that this is an administrative board. You being an administrative 
board and having more power, in my own humble conception than even a court 

of law, where a man could be fined 10 or 20 dollars, you have the power of 
taking away his livelyhood, taking away privileges, which he has (56) 
honored, privileges which the fathers of this city granted so he could earn a 
living. A privilege he has lived up to, es shown by these letters, What do 


we have? The respondent saying the complainant getting into his cab and 





lighting a cigarette. We have the most diverst testimony but the im- (56) 


portant thing is thet the testimony is that by my directions the respondent 
took the same route on August 7, and according to my notation he took it at 
10:25 and arrived at the hospital and home of Dr. Hoffman at 10:46, exactly. 
ame 21 minutes. Now do you believe that in that 21 minutes that there could 
have been discussions of the nature that have been disclosed here and 
testified here to by the complainant. We have agreed testimony about the 
little statuettes, with the crucifix hanging over the top of them. Do you 
think that the conversation about the statuettes took no time at all? I 

dare say that it did take a great deal of time and noting that there is no 
corroboration to the complainant's story and I don't know if it fabricated 
iliusionary or where it came from, but it may be what the respondent says, 
it was, a dream. There is no corroboration at all. I say this could not have 
taxen place in this 21 minute trip with the agreed testimony concerning the 
statuettes. He in no way tried to touch her, and the only time his hand 

came in contact with his is when he gave her the change even then he did 

not grab her hand. And when he took the moncy he touched her hand. Is it 
possible to believe? You may ask why she should do anything like this? I 
don't Imow, Coleman doesn't know, Mrs. Coleman doesn't know. And gentlemen, 
I don't believe you or I lmow why these things were done. Has there been any 
flattery, any person along the way from the time Coleman heard about these 
charges which might indicate to you any subconsciousness, no. Before Larry 
Mason, the police officer connected with the hack inspector's Office, he 

vas ashamed of these charges and that anything like this was done to him. 
Before the District Attorney's, this thing was aired out like we air things 
out in the Corporation Council's Office. He was not held and not charged. 
Here today is the same thing. I say to you with all sincerity, that there is 
a grave, grave doubt and when there is a scintilla of doubt, in a case in 
which a mans job, his character and his reputation and everything depends 
upon it, something contrived and put down by the complianant, I think must 
be given great scruitzination, particularly so when there is not a scintilla 
of corroboration. I might say in closing, that the ordinary woman, I know my 
wifc, wouldn't do a thing like this if it had happened, she would have for- 
gotten it. She wouldn't have dared faced me and told me to my face, that 
some one had made such a remark much less put it down in writing. If you 
search yourself in your own home, I don't think your wife would have done 


that, let alone tell some policeman. Who is that policeman? We don't know, 


45 








And next she goes to the hack inspector's office, and then finally, (56) 


four days later on the 6th she delivers this letter. Now there is the truth. 
Why she did, I do not know. I say to you gentlemen that imate is only one 
who may know and that is God above, nobody else. I think !your verdict (57) 
in this case chould be a complete exoneration of this man. The charges 
should be dismissed. 3 
END OF RECORD : 

I, Mae Ager, do hereby certify that to the best of my ability, (58) 
the foregoing is an official and accurate transcript of the testimony taken 
and proceedings had before the Hearing Officer. : 


Transeribed by: M.Ager 
Nov. 19, 1956 





No phone 1701 Swann St. N. W. (59) 
Eleanor D, Warfield wasmingrod 2; Dy Gs 
Apt. 6 
File Complaint on Cab Driver RECEIVED 
See aan = ha ea eee eo me ee PUBLIS ‘VESICLE 
PERMIT 
AUG = 6 1956 


to whom it may concern I Eleanor D. Warfield 
Caught a federal cab no 463 Griven by John H Coleman at New Hampshire Ave & 
Swann St. N. W. on Aug. 2 1956 time 10:0 am to go to St. Elizabeth Hospital 


Sal 


where I am employed.When we reach New Hampshire and 18th st I started to 
light a cigarette and I lighted about 3 matches and I said to my self Oh 
he said what's wrong I said nothing having trouble getting my cigarette 
lighted I guess I not use to smoking king sice. he said it und when you 
cant jucge the length of things..then he started right from that using 
vulgar language to me such as saying when I got in his cab I did something 
to him he told me he knew his age was against but he could suck my breast 
for about 5-minutes then slide his head down between my tape Ser suck my 
coc’: until I came I know you got something good between your legs because 
you are a long brown my kind of women he said I dont do any fucking but I 
sure will put my long tongue up there and let that juice run down my throat 
and I would not put any strain on you. I was so upset I could not sleep on 
the night of Aug 6, When I got to work I was so upset I dropped things (60) 
-r.3 brole a plate but I tried to keep my troubles hid from the lady I work 
for because I did not want to go all over it again please do something 


with this man because some body life may be in danger. While he was talking 


EXHIBIT L 





all that fils to me he would look back at me and say. dam, you. if (60) 
you don't think I can make you forget every thing justlet me steal you for 
about 1/2 hour. Never in my life heve I ever had any tocy +o talk to me 

like that he keep saying I am not crazy I know what I want you just do 
something to me then he would make somekind funny noise with he mouth. 

“hen I got to work I teld him he was the worst cab driver I had ever seen 


he said I dont fuck eny dbcdy. 


GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
FETROPOLITAN POLICE DEPSRTMEN 


It is recommended that JOHN HERSERT COLEMAN 
2.492 Morris Road, S. E. required to show csusc why his Hacker's identification 
License should not be suspended or revoked, because cf “he Complaint, attached, 


hereto. 


/s/ William J. Linnman 
DASE OF HEARING Revoke Deputy Chief in Charge of Traffic 


TEUCMENDATION of the REVOKED 

POARD OF REVOCATION AND I. D. Card 

REVIEW OF PUBLIC VEHICLE RECEIVED 
ICENSES PUBLIC VEHICLE 


s/ G, A, England ‘PERMIT 
OCT 25 1956 
s/ Lee S. Hensley /s/ SB Myer 


s/ Fred L. Haller 


s/ John R. Hess 


s/ Wiley W. Godsey 


EXHIBIT B 
September 24, 1956 (63) 
To Whom it May Concern 
This is to state that I have personally lmown Mr. John H. Coleman of 
1493 Morris Road So East DO for over 20 yesi's and have always found honest 
truthful and reliable 


Your respectfully 


/s/ Mortimer F. Smith 


611 - Fla Ave N W 





Washington 10, D. C. (64) 


9 = 23 - 56 
1234 You St. NW 
In speaking in letter for Mr. John H. Coleman no one could want the serv 


To Whom This May Concern 


of a finer man. I have known him for 22 years and he has always been 
courteous to everyone to my judgment there is no better American 


Your Very Truly 
HO 2-9697 s/ \Im Oscar Owens 


EXHIBIT G 


The McGUIRE Funeral Service (65) 





1820 to 1826 Ninth Street, N. ., Washington 1, D. C. 
Telephone HObart 2500 : 


Septenber 20, 1956 
To whom It May Concern: : 


This is to state that I have known John H. Coleman, now of 1493 Morris Road, 
S.E., for over twenty years and believe him to be industrious, capable, and 
of good character. : 
He, as I recall, worked for our firm on 2 part-time basis some years ago and 
was quite satisfactory. 3 
Thanl:ing you for your consideration, I remaim 
Very truly yore 

/s Robert G. MeGuire, Irv 

jr/rt Robert G. McGuire, Jr 
EXHIBIT H 
13 September 1956 (66) 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I have known MR. JOHN COLEMAN for approximately ten years, as a neighbor 
and a friend of the family. His strong character is reflected in his children 
who are my friends. On the basis of this, I can say to the best of ny 
Imowledge, MR. JOHN COLEMAN, is a respected person in the community in which 
we live; he has high moral and social standards; and he has a unique 


personality. 
Sincerely, 


(Mrs.) Delores P. Brent 


1452 Cedar Pl S.E, 


EXHIBIT I 7 


2337 Pitts Place S.E. (67) 
Washington, 20, D.C. 


September 10, 1956 
To whom this may concern: 


I have imown Mr. John H. Coleman, of 1493 Morris Rd., S. E., for the 
past twelve years. During these years I have found him to be a person of 
fine character. He is a level headed individual with a fine personality 
and exercises good judgement at all times, He is well liked by all his 


neighbors and friends. 
Respectifully yours, 


Robert D. Collins manager 
s/ Robert D. Collins clerk post 
office 
EXHIBIT J 
2533 High St. S.E. (68) 


Washington 20, D.C. 
September 30, 1956 
To Whom It May Concern 
I have known Mr. John Coleman for five yeers, And he is a very respected 
man in the neighbor of which we live. He is also moral and is liked by 


Everyone in this community. 
Yours truly, 
/s/ Miss Louise Banks 
EXHIBIT K 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA (69) 


JOHN H. COLEMAN 
Plaintiff 


Ve Civil Action No. 4410-56 


WILEY W. GODSEY, etc., et al. 


a ed 


Defendants 
AFFIDAVIT OF WILEY W. GonsEy, MEMBER, BOARD OF 
REVOCATION AND REVIEW OF HACKERS' IDENTIFICATION CARDS 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, ss: 

Personally appeared Wiley W. Godsey, who being first duly ti, upon 
his oath deposes and says: 

I was the Acting Chairman, Board of Revocation and Review of Hackers’ 
Identification Cards, D. C., on October 24, 1956. Five members constituted 
the Board on said date. In addition to iene, John R. Hess, Assistant 


Corporation Counsel, D. C., Less S. Hensley, Lieutenant, Traffic Division, 
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Metropolitan Police Department, George A. Retard, Special Assistant (69) 
of the Commissioners, D. C., and Fred L. Haller, ee Commis- 
Sioner's Traffic Advisory Board, heard the evidence on ieeses brought 
against John H, Coleman. Following the hearing on said sheen, the members 
of the Board unanimously concluded that the hackers’ card which John H. 
Coleman posseesed be revoked, | 

A recording of the proceedings held before the Board ‘in the matter of 
John H. Coleman was made. An official transcript was prepared from said 
recording and said transcript and documentary evidence eneied by the 
Board (Exhibits A-L) truly reflects the proceedings. The above named 
members of the Board, and I as Acting Chairman thereof, ae the only persons 
who considered and passed upon the charges against John Ee Coleman. (70) 
The Honorable Robert E. McLaughlin, David E, Karrick and Thonas A. Lane, 
Commissioners, D, C., took no part in said hearing. | 

/s/ \iley W. Godsey 
Subseribed and sworn to before me this 20 day of eee, 1956. 


/s/ sdam A. Ceibel 


NOTARY PUBLIC 
EXHIBIT M : 
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT (71) 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

JOHN H. COLEMAN, : 

Plaintiff, : : 

Ve : Civil Action No. 4410-56 

‘“ITLEY GODSEY, etc., et al., : ; 

Defendants. : 
ORDER 





Upon consideration of plaintiff's motion for preliminary injunction, of 
defendants' motion to dismiss or, in the alternative for summary judgment, of 
the points and authorities filed in support of and in opposition to said 
motions and of oral argument held thereon in open Court, it is, by the 
Court, this day of December, 1956 | 

ORDERED: 

(1) That plaintiff's motion for a preliminary injunction be, and it is 
hereby, denied; : 

(2) That the motion of defendants to dismiss or, in the alternative, 


for summary judgment be, and it is hereby, granted; and, 


(3) That the above-entitled cause by, and it hereby, finally 


dismissed. 

Copy mailed to James Sheros, Esqa., 
Southern Building, Washington 5, D. C., 
Attorney for Plaintiff, on Dec. 21, 1956 


/s/ 
LYMAN J. UMSTEAD, 
Assistant Corporation Counsel, D. C., 


Attorney for Defendants, 
District Building, . 
Washington 4, D. C. 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
JOHN H. COLEMAN, ) 
Plaintiff, ; 
VS. ) Civil Action No. 4410-56 
WILEY W. GODSEY, et al. 
Defendants. ) 
NOTICE OF APPEAL 
Notice is hereby given this 2ist day of December, 1956, that John H. 
Colman, plaintiff, hereby appeals to the United States Court of Appeals for 
the District of Columbia from the judgment of this Court entered on the 
2ist day of December, 1956, in favor of defendants against said plaintiff, 


/3/ James Shenos 
James Shenos 
Attorney for the Plaintiff 


Mailed copy of the foregoing Notice of Appeal to Lyman J. Umstead, Esq., 
Assistant Corporation Counsel, District Building, this 26st day of December, 


1956. 
/3s/ James Shenos 


James Shenos 
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


JOHN H. COLEMAN, 
Plaintiff, 
V8. Civil Action No. 4410-56 


WILEY W. GODSEY, et al, 
Defendants 








ORDER | (73) 


Upon consideration of the oral motion of the plaintiff herein to send 
the original papers in their entirety in the above-entitled cause to the 
United States Court of Appeals for use by that Court on appeal, it is, by the 
Court this 23 day of January, 1957, | 

CRDERED that the original papers filed in this Court ney be used in and 


transmitted to the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia. 





/s/ _J, Pine 
Conscented to: JUDGE 
Lyman J. Umstead, 
Assistant Corporation Counsel, D.C. 
Attorney for Defendants 
Mrel 756-57 
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT : (74) 


FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
JOHN H. COLEMAN, ) 


Plaintiff (Petitioner) 


vs, Civil Action No. 4410-56 
WILEY W. GODSEY et al. 


Defendants 


Upon consideration of the motion of counsel for plaintiff and the 
affidavit of said plaintiff, and it appearing therefrom that the said 
plaintiff is unable to pay the costs of filing and docketing his appeal in 
tis action, it is, this day of March, 1957 7 

ORDERED, that the plaintiff be, and he hereby is granted leave to docket 


and proceed with his appeal without being reauired to prepay fees and costs. 


/s/ Matthew 
JUDGE 
NO OBJECTION: 


/s/ Lyman J. Umstead 
Assistant Corporation Counsel 
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_ BRIEF OF APPELLEES — 


| “IN THE 
UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
‘FOR THE DISTRICT CF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT 


JOHN H. COLEMAN 


Appellant, 


WILEY W. GODSEY : 
Acting Chairman, Board of For the 
Revocation and Review of Hackers’ District of Columbia Circuit 
Identification Licenses, 

and 
ROBERT E. McLAUGHLIN 
DAVID E. KARRICK 
THOMAS A. LANE 
Board of D.C. Commissioners 


Appellees. 


Appeal from the United States District Court 
for the District of Columbia 


‘CHESTER H. GRAY 
Corporation Counsel, D.C. 
MILTON D. KORMAN 
Principal Assistant Corporation 
«Counsel, D...C. 
HUBERT B. PAIR 
Assistant Corporation Counsel, D.C. 
‘LYMAN J. UMSTEAD 
Assistant Corporation Counsel, D.C. 
Attorneys for Appellees 
District Building © 
Washington 4; D. C. 





United States Court of Appeals 


APPELLEES' STATEMENT OF QUESTION PRESENTED 


The hacker's identification card of appellant was revoked after a 
hearing upon a complaint that appellant solicited a woman passenger in 
his taxicab for a lewd and immoral purpose. On the basis of the 
transcript of proceedings before the Board of Revocation and Review of 
Hackers' Identification Licenses, wi.ich was filed in the court below in 
support of appellees’ motion to dismiss or, in the alternative, for 
summary judgment and in opposition to appellant's motion for a pre- 
liminary mandatory injunction, the court below dismissed the complaint 
for "Injunction and Mandatory Relief." 

In the opinion of the appellee:ss, the question presented is: 

There being a rational basis in substantial probative evidence 


for a determination by the appellees that the appellant committed the 


offense charged, was not the court below correct in refusing to enjoin 


the appellees from carrying out the order of revocation? 





INDEX 
SUBJECT INDEX 
Counter Statement of the Case 
Summary of the Argument 


Argument: 


I. An administrative body is not bound to adhere 
to standards established by legislative enact- 
ments or judicial decisions relating to the 
the quantum of proof required to sustain a 


ih. 


Conclusion . 
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IN THE 
UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT 


April Term, 1957 


JOHN H. COLEMAN, 
Appellant, 
V. 


WILEY W. GODSEY, 
Acting Chairman, Board of 
Revocation and Review of 
Hackers’ Identification Licenses, : 

and 

ROBERT E, McLAUGHLIN, 

DAVID E. KARRICK, 

THOMAS A. LANE, | 
Board of Commissioners, D. C., 


Appellees. 


Appeal from the United States District Court 
for the District of Columbia 


COUNTER STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
Appellant, plaintiff below, was, prior to October 24, 1956, duly 
licensed to operate a public vehicle (taxicab) in the District of Columbia. 
On October 24, 1956, in response tc: notice, he appeared with counsel 


before the Board of Revocation and Review of Hackers’ Identification 


Licenses to show cause why his hacker's license should not be revoked 


because of a complaint: 


" * * * that on or about August 2, 1956 at ap- 
proximately 10:40 a.m. you did attempt to solicit 





a citizen accepted as a passenger in your public 
vehicle for immoral purposes. It is further 
alleged that you did use vulgar and profane language. 
** ex" (Jt. App. 11) 

At the hearing on the above charge Mrs. Eleanor D. Warfield, 
the female passenger who made the complaint against appellant, testi- 
fied with regard to the conduct of appellant (Jt. App. pp. 11-26) and, 
upon request, read into the record her written complaint against him. 

Appellant testified before the Board that he had been a cab driver 
"off and on" and that this was his thirtieth year (Jt. App. p. 29). He 
denied that he had said or done the things attributed to him by his passenger, 
Mrs. Warfield. Appellant called his wife as a witness on his behalf 


and he also submitted for consideration certain character reference 


letters (Jt. App. pp. 47-49). During the course of appellant's testi- 


mony, he advised the Board that he had no manlfest (a record required 


to be kept of trip origin, destination and fare) for August 2, 1956, al- 
though he realized that he was required to keep it (Jt. App. p. 34). He 
said that the complaint which Mrs. Warfield made against him was not 
brought to his attention until about one week after August 2, 1956 and that 
he had been driving his cab full time during that period (Jt. App. p. 36). 
He remembers Mrs. Warfield entering his cab between 1716-1726 New 
Hampshire Avenue, N. W. (Jt. App. p. 30); his recollection was clear 
with regard to where a conversation commenced relating to certain 


statuettes he had in his cab; for what portion of the trip this conversation 





continued; and where a lull in the conversation occurred (Jt. App. 31-32, 
37). In addition to his sharp memory regarding certain stops made 
during the course of the trip (Jt. App. 30-31), he advised the Board that 
he explains about the statuettes fifty times a day and that it is seldom 
that a passenger in his cab fails to inquire about them (Jt. App. 31). 

A unanimous decision was reached revoking appellant's license 
to drive a taxicab and thereafter appellant filed a complaint in the lower 
court for mandatory injunctive relief seeking restoration of his identi- 
fication license. In this connection he filed a motion for a temporary 
injunction seeking to compel the return of his identification card and the 
restoration of his driving privileges pending final determination of the 
cause by the lower court (Jt. App. 1-9). Appellees, defendants below, 
opposed appellant's motion for temporary injunction and moved the lower 
court to dismiss, or, in the alternative, for a summary judgment in 
their favor (Jt. App. 10). 

The above motions came on for hearing before the lower court 
(Judge Matthews) on December 21, 1956 and, on the same date, an order 
was entered (1) denying appellant's motion for a preliminary injunction, 
(2) granting appellees' motion to dismiss or, in the alternative, for 
summary judgment, and (3) entering the cause as finally dismissed. On 
December 21, 1956, appellant filed a notice of appeal (Jt. App. 51). 


The transcript of record was filed in this Court on March 11, 1957. 


SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT 

The Board of Revocation and Review of Hackers" Identification 
Licenses was not required to adhere strictly to the rules of procedure 
and evidence which govern in either criminal or civil proceedings since 
the quantum of proof required in criminal and civil cases differs sub- 
stantially from the quantum of proof required in administrative pro- 
ceedings 

If, aS in the instant case, an administrative body has given a fair 
hearing and has a rational basis for its conclusions, a court may not 
interfere with its ruling however it may differ with the conclusions 
reached. Accordingly, the judgment of the lower court should be af- 
firmed, thereby allowing the revocation action of the Board of Revo- 


cation and Review of Hackers' Identification Licenses to stand. 


ARGU MENT 
if 
An administrative body is not bound to adhere to 
Standards established by legislative enactments 
or judicial decisions relating to the quantum of 





proof required to sustain a criminal conviction. 4 

Appellant's position seems to:be that the appellees should have been ‘A 
governed by the same rules which govern criminal courts and that ina ~. 
us 


case of this nature the rules should be even stricter. Appellees submit 
that no such standards as those suggested by appellant have been, are now, os 
or should be, required in an administrative hearing on a question of whether 

or not a license privilege which has been issued should be suspended or a 


revoked. 





In Silver v. McCamey, 95 U. S. App. D. C. 318, 221 F. 2d 873, 
this Court recognized the long and well settled distinction between 
requisite proof required to establish guilt in a criminal case and that 
required in civil and administrative proceedings. In that case, this. 
Court pointed out that a trial and acquittal by the court on a criminal 
charge would not be a bar to a proceeding by an administrative board 
arising out of the same facts. It was then said, at page 320 of the 
Opinion: 

'(1) Acquittal may mean only that material 
facts are not proved beyond a reasonable doubt. 
It may still be possible to prove them sufficiently 
for civil and administrative purposes." 
A like ruling was announced by the Supreme Court in Helvering v. 
Mitchell, 303 U. S. 391, 397, 82 L. Ed. 917; and United States v. National 
Assoc. of Real Estate Boards, 339 U. S. 485, 493, 94 L. Ed. 1007. 

Appellant relies heavily, if not solely, upon the decision rendered 
by this Court in Kelly v. United States, 90 U. S. App. D. C. 125, 194 F. 
24150. This Court properly recognized in the Kelly case the necessity 
for caution and counseled the trial courts regarding certain consider- 
ations which should govern in respect to the charges involved therein. 

In its counsel to the trial courts relating to criminal evidence, this Court, 
at pp. 129-130, said: 
"[W]e counsel that the trial courts require 
corroboration of the circumstances surrounding the 


parties at the time, such as presence at the alleged 
time and place and similar provable circumstances." 








Assuming, arguendo, that the doctrine of the Kelly case is con- 


trolling with respect to the conduct of administrative proceedings, it is 
clear from this record that there was sufficient corroboration of the 
circumstances surrounding the appellant and his passenger at the time 
of the acts complained of to sustain the action of the Board; and, sig- 
nificantly enough, corroboration of such circumstances was furnished 
by the very testimony of the appellant. For instance, appellant re- 
membered quite clearly the date, hour, point of origin, destination, 
subject of conversation, where certain conversation commenced, where 
a lull in the conversation occurred and the portion of the trip that this 
conversation covered. All of this he remembered although he was un- 
aware of the complaint against him until a week or ten days after the 
trip and without having in his possession a manifest which he knew he 
was required to keep (Jt. App. 34). In accordance with this Court's 
counsel, the above factors could properly have been considered by a 
trial judge in considering guilt in a criminal proceeding. 

Appellant contends that his argument regarding Kelly, supra, is 
supported by Reed v. United States, D. C. Mun. App., 93 A. 2d 568. 
In the instant case, however, an abundance of facts exists showing the 
circumstances surrounding the parties, and, it is believed, the con- 
viction in the Reed case would have been sustained if facts comparable 
to those considered by appellees had existed therein. 


Appellees assert that the law neither requires nor contemplates 





that they shall be bound by strict rules of procedure, including questions 
relating to admissibility of evidence and burden of proof. General Foods 
Corp. v. Brannon, 170 F. 2d 220; Pacific Gas and Electric Co. v. 
Securities Exchange and Commission, 127 F. 2d 378, 139 F. 2d 298, 
aff. 324U. S. 826. 

a 


A rational basis existed for the administrative 
determination. 


The record of the proceedings before the Board shows a rational 
basis for the administrative determination. The law is clear that 
where the transcript of a hearing reveals that an administrative body 
has afforded procedural due process and that a rational basis exists for 
the conclusion reached, a court may not interfere with its ruling, even 
though from the facts the court might have reached a different conclusion. 
Brodie et al. v. Young,et al. 77U. S. App. D C. 169, 133 F. 2d 406; 
Rochester Telephone Corp. v. United States, 307 U. S. 125, 83 L. Ed. 
1147; Swayne & Hoyt v. United States, 300 U. S. 297, 81 L. Ed. 662; 


Dobson v. Commissioner of Internal Revenue, 320 U. S. 489, 501, 


88 L. Ed. 249; Mississippi Valley Barge Line Co. v. United States, 


292 U. S. 282, 286, 76 L. Ed. 1261; Gray v. Powell, 314 U. S. 402, 412, 
86 L. Ed. 301; United States v. Louisville & Nashville R. Co., 235 U. S. 


314, 321. 





In Gray v. Powell, supra, the Supreme Court said: 44 


"Where as here a determination has been left 
to an administrative body, this delegation will be 
respected and the administrative conclusion left * 
untouched. * * * * It is not the province of a i 
court to absorb the adminsitrative functions to such 
an extent that the executive or legislative agencies 
become mere fact-finding bodies deprived of the : 
advantages of prompt and definite action." ao | 


In Rochester Telephone Corp. v. United States, supra, the 
Supreme Court cites the above general proposition and adds: 


"Having found that the record permitted the 
Commission to draw the conclusion that it did, a his 
court travels beyond its province to express con- “ 
currence therewith as an original question." 


In Swayne & Hoyt v. United States, supra, the Court said: 
"Such determinations will not be set aside by 
the courts if there is evidence to support them. 
Even though, upon a Consideration of all the evidence, 
a court might reach a different conclusion, it is ” 
not authorized to substitute its own for the ad- “ 
ministrative judgment. (p. 304) 


"* * * Even though, as appellants seem to 4 
argue, the evidence may lend itself to support a a 
different inference, we are without authority to 
substitute our judgment for that of the secretary 
that the discrimination was unreasonable."' (p. 307) 
As stated above, the five-member administrative board con- 
sidered evidence adduced and unanimously agreed upon revocation. 
The lower court had for consideration the entire record of the ad- 


ministrative hearing and concluded that the action of the Board should 


not be disturbed. The appellees who heard and considered the testimony 





» of the witnesses had justification for their conclusions and the lower 
court was justified in holding, in effect, that a rational basis existed 
for the administrative decision. Appellant's challenge is not that a 
rational basis does not exist for the conclusion reached, but that the 
lower court ignored counsel given to it by this Court, and further that 


the administrative board should be bound by criminal rules. 


CONCLUSION 
It is respectfully submitted that the judgment of the lower court 


should be affirmed. 


CHESTER H. GRAY, 
Corporation Counsel, D. C. 


a MILTON D. KORMAN, 
= Principal Assistant Corporation 
Counsel, D. C. 


= HUBERT B. PAIR, 
5 Assistant Corporation Counsel, D. C. 


LYMAN J. UMSTEAD, 
Assistant Corporation Counsel, D. C., 


Attorneys for Appellees, 
c Diatrict Building, 
- Washington 4, D. C. 
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(i) 


No. 13,746 


APPELLANT'S STATEMENT OF QUESTIONS PRESENTED 
AND ISSUES INVOLVED 


1. Was the order denying plaintiff's) motion for 


preliminary injunction proper? | 
2. Was the order granting defendant's motion to 
dismiss or, in the alternative, for summary judgment, proper? 
3. Was the order finally dismissing plaintiff's 
Amended Complaint (Joint App. 1) for injunction and mandatory 
relief proper? 
4, Was the decision of the Board of Revocation and 
Review of Hackers! Identification Licenses, an agency of the 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia, arbitrary and 
capricious in revoking the identification license of the plain- 


tiff on an alleged charge of a verbal suggestion|of sodony , 





based upon the sole testimony of one witness, the complainant, 
without any corroboration of circumstances surrounding parties 
at time and place of alleged occurrence and similar provable 
circumstances, all of which was vehemently denied by the re- 
spondent, who gave a rational explanation involving a 20-minute 
ride in his taxicab from New Hampshire Avenue and Swann Street, 
N. W., into the grounds of St. Elizabeth's Hospital, Nichols 


Avenue, S. E.3 produced his wife as a witness as reflecting on 





his good moral character, who also testified that his sex be- 
havior has always been normal and natural (Joint App. p. 42), 
and in addition thereto respondent produced evidence of good 
moral character reflecting on his reputation from witnesses, 
who had known him for a great many years as being a person of 
good moral character, honest and respected in the community in 
which he lived? (Joint App. p. 43.) | 
5. Was plaintiff's license, once issued as a 


matter of right, arbitrarily and capriciously taken from 











(ii) 


plaintiff, upon a finding pased on an alleged rational basis, 


when the Board of Revocation and Review of Hackers! Licenses, 


completely disregarded the opinion, direction and mandate of 





this Court laid down as a guidance on all the elements ina 
serious case of this kind, wherein the alleged charge, com-= 
plaint or accusation is one that can be easily made and im- 
possible to disprove, thus resulting, if allowed to be decided 
on a rational basis, even by an administrative board, in the 
utter destruction of an excellent reputation and standing of 


a citizen and his family, and last but not least, the depriva- 





tion of this family's livelihood, solely on the uncorroborated 
accusation of one person? 

6. Can an administrative board arbitrarily dis- 
regard all fundamental rules of evidence, standards of pro- 


ceedings, precepts of criminal procedure, rulings and de- 





cisions of this Court in a serious charge (invitation to 
sodomy) and contrary to the law applicable to our courts? 

97, Were plaintiff's constitutional rights, not 
to be deprived of property without due process of law violated, 
(In re Carter, 85 U.S. App. D.C. 229) when his Livelihood is 
taken from him upon the uncorroborated testimony of a single 
accuser upon an alleged charge of an invitation for lewd pur- 
poses (sodomy) all of which was denied and contradicted, by 


corroborative testimony, plus testimony and evidence of good 





character more than meeting the indefinite quantum of proof 
required of plaintiff before the defendant Board of Revocation, 
especially so, since after a hearing before the District 
attorney's office, that office refused to prosecute on the 


same testimony as given before the Board? 
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Ve 
WILEY W. GODSEY et al, 
Appellees. 


Appeal From the United States District 
Court for the District of Columbia 





JURISDICTIONAL STATEMENT 
i 
| 


The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 
Title 11, Sections 101-306, of the District of Columbia Code, 
1951 Edition. | 





STATEMENT OF THE CASE 


In response to the following notice from the de- 
fendants! Board of Revocation and Review of Hackers! Identifi- 
cation Licenses, which is as follows: 

"It is alleged that on or about August 

2, 1956, at approximately 10:40 a.m. you 

did attempt to solicit a citizen accepted 

as a passenger in your public vehicle for 

immoral purposes. It is further alleged 

you did use vulgar and profane language," 


the respondent, John H. Coleman, now appellant, did appear 





on October 24, 1956, before the Board, with his wife, as a 








2 


witness, and in addition thereto uncontroverted character 


testimony. 
The alleged accusation was allegedly supported 





by the uncorroborated testimony of a single witness, a female 
complainant, who testified in substance that about 10:40 a-m, 
on August 2, 1956, she hailed respondent's taxicab at New 
Hampshire Avenue, Northwest, near Swann Street. (Joint App. 
pe16.) After she got into the taxicab she directed the re- 
spondent, now appellant, John H. Coleman to take her to St. 





Elizabeth's Hospital; that she was in a hurry ae she was late 
and that she worked from 10: 30 am. to 7:00 Pom, © otclock for 
pr. Hoffman, a psychiatrist. That shortly after she got into . 
‘the cab, and at or about 18th & Connecticut Avenue, she had 
trouble lighting a king size cigarette. That at or about 

that time the appellant allegedly started to make certain ob- 
scene, vulgar and perverted remarks, as alleged on page 12 of 
the joint appendix. That at 17th & Pennsylvania Avenue, N.We,; 
she inquired about certain statuettes on the dash board of re- 
spondent's taxicab and that she engaged respondent in a con- 


versation respecting them until he had explained all of them 





to her. That the statuettes were of our presidents. She 
stated the trip to her destination took about 20 minutes. 
That the cab stopped once or twice (Joint App. P- 23) for 
lights; that she did not get out; that she didinot call for 
help; that it was broad daylight; people on the streets and 
that she was frightened (Joint APP- P- 2+). She admitted 
that there was a guard at the gate at St. Elizabeth's, but 
that she said nothing to him whatsoever. (Joint App. p. 24.) 
Complainant stated she was 48 years of age, a 
widow mine years, lived with a 24-year old daughter, never 
saw respondent before. That she took his number as she got 


into the taxicab before anything was said; ee this was a 














habit of hers since she lest a billfold some time ago in a 


cab (Joint App. pp.15-16). She admitted certain conversations 





respecting respondent's children. 


She further stated that she talked to a police- 





man that night, but did not know his name and as a result of 
that conversation went to the Hack Inspector's office next 
| 

morning -- August 3, 1956. A letter dated August 6, 1956 
(Exh. L) to the Hack Inspector followed and thereafter on 
August 17, 1956, she appeared before the District Attorney's 
office with Officer Mason of the Hack Plenectorts office and 
the appellant. That the alleged charge was aired there and 
as a result thereof no formal charge was made against the re- 
spondent. (Joint App. p- 2k.) : 

Following the testimony of the complainant, your 
appellant testified in substance as follows: (Joint App. 
p. 28) that he was a married man, living with his wife, who 
was there as his witness; that they had three children (Joint 
App. p. 29)--a daughter sixteen, sor nineteen in the military 
service, and a step-son; that he and his wife had been married 
twenty years and that he had been a full time cab driver for 
approximately 30 years. Appellant further stated that he 
never used vulgarity; did not drink, smoke nor ‘chew; that he 
remembered the complainant; denied vehemently the charges 





attributable to him (Joint App. p. 29). He had never seen 

the complainant before and could not understand whey she would 
make such charges unless she was dreaming or there was some- 
thing wrong with her. Appellant further stated that complain- 
ant hailed his cab as she had said; that she was nervous 5 
stated she was late for work; that she had some trouble with 
her daughter and finally at about 18th & Connecticut Avenue 
asked respondent for a match. That he obliged: by taking a 


folder of matches from his sun visor and giving them to her. 











4 


That nothing of any importance was said until he reached or 


was passing the Mills Building at 17th and Pennsylvania Avenue, 





N. W., when complainant inquired about the statuettes he had 
on his dash board (Joint App. PP. 30-31). That he explained 
these historical statuettes to her the same as he had done 
to other people, who inquired about them. That this conver- 
sation consumed most of the trip or at least to South Capitol 
and 0 Streets, where a lull ensued until they entered the first 
east gate of St. Elizabeth's Hospital where a guard passed 
them on. He stopped a short distance inside the grounds as 
directed by the complainant. That she handed him a dollar 
bill and he gave her twenty cents in change, without anything 
being said by either. | 
That after this trip on August 2, 1956, appellant 
saw complainant on August 17, 1956, at the District Attorney's 
office, where no charge was placed against respondent, after 


complainant told her story -- her letter was read, which was 





denied vehemently by appellant. 


Appellant further stated that at the direction 
| 


of counsel he made the exact same trip under similar circun- 
stances and that it took him exactly 21 minutes; that he never 
in all his life had a charge of this kind lodged against him. 
That he is a normal family man of good repute and that he is 


absolutely innocent of this terrible charge. 











y) 
SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 


The District Court erred in not granting plain- 





tiff's motion for a preliminary injunction against defendants 
and erred in dismissing plaintiff's Amended Complaint, wherein 
the Amended Complaint definitely demonstrates that the de- 
fendants arbitrarily revoked plaintiff's identification 
and/or character card based on a so-called rational finding, 
contrary to the law and mandate laid down by this Court in 

the case of Kelly v. United States, 194 Fed. 2d 1503 Reed v. 
UeS-, Mun.Ct-App.D.C., 93 A 2d 568; Re Carter 89 U.S. App.2293 
thus causing plaintiff destruction of character and reputation, 
great and irreparable injury to himself and family from loss of 


Livelihood. 
ARGUMENT 





although both the argument in support of motion 
to dismiss the alleged charge before the defendants’ Board of 
Revocation, and the argument before the District Court for a 
preliminary injunction were predicated on the decision of 
this Court in the Kelly v. U.S. case, 90 U.S. App. D.C. 1253 


SS 


194 Fed. 24 150, both the administrative board and the lower 





Court disregarded this Court's mandate, when it has appeared 
from the inception that this case is one of a criminal nature 


and on all fours with the Kelly casé- 


The significant aspect of the instant case in 


comparison with the Kelly case is that in addition to the loss 





of reputation by the appellant Coleman, he has ‘been deprived 
of a property right, namely, his identification card, without 
which, he cannot work, and because of his age and the charge 

he has not been able to find work since October 24, 1956. 

It is the contenticn of appellant that once the District of 











grants him an identificetion card and/or license, this li- 


cense becomes his property and it is so heid in Re Carter, 
85 U.S. Appeals D.C. 229; 177 Fed. 2d 753 therefore by re- 
voking this license on an alleged charge comparable to the 





} Kelly case, the appellees have deprived appellant of his 
property rights, contrary to due process of law. 

If the instant case is comparable with the Kelly 
case, supra, and there has been no denial that it is not, 
then there is insufficient evidence to sustain the decision 
of the Board under all of the circumstances set forth in 
plaintiff's Amended Complaint (Joint App. pl) where the 
testimony of a single witness to such a verbal invitation 
should have been received by the Board and the District Court 

and considered with great caution. 

It may be said that although the United States 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia nhs authority 
to prescribe rules relating to proof in criminal cases for 
the District of Columbia, it does not apply to the Commission- 
ers of the District of Columbia or to one of their sub- 

. agencies, the Board of Revocation and Review of) Hackers’ 
Licenses, because it is an administrative board. We think 
this fallacious, because the loss to this appellant before 
such a board is many times greater than a penal fine before 





the criminal court. Hardly could anything more drastic happen 
to appellant than the loss of his reputation, good character, 
loss of livelihood and the suffering of his family. 

The fact that there are no strict rules of evi- 
dence applicable to this defendant board allows it more room 
for incompetent, irrelevant and hearsay evidence, making 
the truth indistinguishable from falsehood, all of which was 





most disastrous to appellant. It is contended that in cases 














7 


of this magnitude and cf a serious criminal nature, this de- 


fendant board should be governed by the same rules governing 
criminal courts. And when the results are irreparable and 





most disastrous, the rules applicable to a board of this kind 
should be stricter. 

The tragic difference between a board as these 
defendants are constituted and a judge legally trained in 
weighing evidence with the application of the law or even an 
impartial jury hearing the testimony opened minded, is that 
the board (five members) consists in its majority of personal- 
ities principally trained against those allegedly charged 
with being guilty ab initio. There is no presumption of 
innocence. Their minds unconsciously look on the worst side 
because of their training. The chairman of the board handles 
so many cases of petty violators, that it has become impossi- 
ble for him, sad to say, to start off with anything but a 
guilty assumption. And, in order to make him change his mind 





it takes almost insurmountable testimony in favor of a Tre- 
spondent to prove to him his innocence and this proof must be, 
proof beyond any reasonable doubt of his innocence} the police 
lieutenant, supposedly an indispensable member of the board, 
because of his law enforcement tendencies cannot help from 
being biased and of assuming the guilt of respondent, especial- 
ly if another policeman is involved; the official directly 
representing the District of Columbia Commissioners may be 
classed as less vulnerable to the above-mentioned subconscious 
traits, but will finally, although reluctantly, submit to the 
will of the others; the representative of the traffic advisory 
board is permeated with the desire to rid the city of alleged 
violators and reduce violations, thus unconsciously he goes 
along with the rest; and, last but not least, the prosecutor 
from the corporation counsel's office because of his training 
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assumes guilt and so finds no matter how hard he may try to 


be fair. 





Consequently, no matter how fair the defendants' 
board may try to be, as an administrative board it has prac- 
tically no rules of evidence to govern it and the quantum of 
proof rests with the respondent, who must carry the burden of 
proof and must prove his innocence by a preponderance of the 
evidence and beyond all reasonable doubt. And even then, 
all the board needsto justify its adverse decision would be 
a so-called "rational basis." 

Under all of the circumstances, as in this case, 





when the mind is not open, it of necessity is blocked and 
choked with bits of unconscious biases and prejudices, which 
instinctively cloud the mind with sub-rational thinking. 
Thereby, completely disregarding all normal legal- 
istic precepts, which have been laid down for us through 
centuries of experience by our Courts for the safe guard of 
human rights, and more important for the protection of a 
person's most cherished possession, his reputation and good 
character. 
The question is advanced (Joint App. pe39) why 
should this witness before the defendant board, make such an 





accusation, particularly since she never saw the respondent 
before? It is impossible to answer that question. There can 
be many reasons given. A prior disturbance with a taxicab 
driver, for example the loss of the billfdid. Maybe spite, 
blackmail, neurosis, or any other reason imown| or unknown 
only to the accuser. : 


A person, especially a female, to write such a 





letter (Exh. L), making such an accusation and using the 
filthy language therein is not normal. Maybe this would be 


_ 
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an index of her own frustrations. Contrary to the customary 
justification for such accusation of "Where there’ s smoke, 
there's fire'--the more modern view of psychologists is 
"where there's smoke, the experts discover, there! s more 
generally a liar," which amounts to the projection on to 


others the things we don't like in ourselves. 


Therefore, respondent may have become the scape- 


goat for the accuser's faults. 





Nevertheless, it seems incredible that appellant 
with an unimpeachable reputation for good morals, should 
suddenly become a sex pervert where no prior tendencies what- 
soever are in evidence. | 


In addition thereto it again seems incredible 





that during a ride, which took only 20 minutes, in toto, and 
during which ride it was admitted many legitimate matters 
were discussed, about statuettes (Joint App. p.p. 12-20-21-22) 
the history of each, with the crucifix hanging directly over 
them (joint App. p. 22) and other matters, that there was 
time to lead up to and talk about perversion with a female, 
who was a perfect stranger. 
The Court's attention is called to the fact that 
this alleged vulgarity started at or about 18th Street and 





Connecticut Avenue, N. W., or 17th and Pennsylvania Avenue, 
N. We, and that the time was approaching il otclock in the 
forenoon,-traffic,people everywhere,-yet not once was there 
an outcry or an attempt by the accuser to make |the driver 
stop so she could get out. She did not look for nor call 
for a policeman. She admitted not saying a single thing to 
the guard at the gate of St. Elizabeth's Hospital. (Joint 
App. pp. 23-24.) 
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Is this the natural reactions of an abused 


person? One who is in fear? Or, is her accusation a fig- 


ment of her imagination? 

So much for the quantum of proof, which we feel 
casts not only a grave doubt on the accusation, but reflects 
on the innocence of a good man and brands him with a serious 
personal and social stigma. | 

This leaves us again with the pertinent issue as 
to whether or not the defendants, as an administrative board, 
and the District Court should be guided in a case of this 
nature with the decision and mandate of this court (Kelly v. 
U.S.)- We respectfully submit that they should be so guided 
and that the District Court should have granted appellant's 
motion for preliminary injunction, instead of denying same 


and dismissing appellant's Amended Complaint. 





CONCLUSION 


Wherefore, the tragic consequences which have 
befallen this appellant's reputation and good character 
should be cleared away, the District Court's final judgment 
reversed with an interpretative mandate to the appellees 
for their future guidance in matters of this character and 
serious nature from a factual and legal standpoint. 

Respectfully submitted, 
James Shenos 


Attorney for Appellant 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 


na FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
JOHN H, COLEMAN, ih 
1493 Morris Road, S, Ee, 
Washington, De Ce, 
Plaintiff, 
V8. Civil Action No. 





WILEY W. GODSEY, Acting Chairman 

Board of Revocation and Review of 

Hackers! Identification Licenses, 
301 C Street, .N..We, 
Washington, D. Cs, 


JCHN R, HESS, Assistant Corporation 

Counsel, D.C., Municipal Court, 

Criminal Division, i 
5th & E Streets, NeWe, 
Washington, D.Ce, 


LEE S,. HENSLEY, Lieutenant, 

Traffic Division, 

Metropolitan Police Donen ; 
Municipal Center, 
Washington, DeCeoy 


GEORGE A. ENGLAND, Special Assistant 
of the Commissioners, D.C., 

District Building, 

Washington, D.C., 


FRED L, HALLER, Representative, 
Commissioners' Traffic Advisory Board, 
Municipal Center, 
Washington, D.C., and 


ROBERT E, McLAUGHLIN, 

DAVID E. KARRICK, 

THOMAS A, LANE, 

Board of D.C. Commissioners, 
istrict Building, 
14th & E Streets, N.We, 
Washington, D.C., 


NT 
(For Injunction and Mandatory Relief) 
The complaint for injunction. and mandatory relief of John He Coleama, 





plaintiff herein, re respectfully represents to the Court as follows: 
1. The jurisdiction of this Court is based upon and invoked under (2) 


Title 11, Section 306, of the District of Columbia Code, 1951 Edition. 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 








2. Plaintiff is a citizen of the United States, a resident of (2) 
the District of Columbia and hes been a full time taxicab driver in said 
District for approximately thirty years, and was up to October 24, 1956, 
the legal holder of hackers’ identification card. : 

3. The defendant, Wiley W. Godsey, is comnected with the Board of 
Revocation and Review of Hackers' Identification Licensee and on ‘October 24, 
1956, aforesaid, was the Acting Cheirman of said Board, together with the 
following defendants constituting the Board, namely: | 


- John R. Hess, 
Assistant Corporation connect, D. Ce 
Municipal Court, Criminel Division; 


Lee S. Hensley, 
Lieutenant, Traffic Division, 
Metropolitan Police Department; 





George A. Engianc, 
Special Assistant of the Commissioners, 
D.C.; | 


Fred L. Haller, Representative, 
Commissioners’ Traffic Advisory Board; 


which Board is an agency of the defendants the Board of Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia, also sued herein. 

4, On October 24, 1956, the Board of Revocation and Review of Hackers’ 
Identification Licenses, after a hearing, through its Acting Chairman, Wiley 
W. Godsey, rendered a decision’ concurred in by the other defendants of the 


Board revoking plaintiff's identification card, which was immediately taken 





from him, upon an alleged charge, which is as follows: 
"Tt is alleged that on or about August 2, 1956, at eqproxinately 
10:40 a.m. you did attempt to solicit a citizen accepted as a 
passenger in your public vehicle for immoral purposes. It 
ts further alleged you did use vulgar and profane language." (3) 
5, Plaintiff hes denied this alleged charge from its inception, first, 
«> the Hack Inspector's office; second, before the District Attorney's offic-. 
Mumicipal Court, Criminal Division, which office declined to make formal 
charges; and, lastly, before the Revocation Board aforesaid. 
6, In support of the above charge, & single witness, a fenale complainant, 
testified against plaintiff without a seintilla of corroboration. 
7, Plaintiff flatly denied the solicitation and the scurrilous and 


vulgar language attributed to him. 











8 That there are original papers, including a letter from) the (3) 





complainant, exhibits, and recording compromising the record of proceedings 


before the Board of Revocation. | 
9, The overall testimony before the Board of Revocation was in substance 
as follows: | 
Plaintiff is a full time taxicab driver having operated a taxtesb in 
the District of Columeia for approximately 30 years. He is a marricd man, 
58 years of age, cclored, living with his wife and they have two children, 
a son in the military service and a lé-year old daughter, who attends school. 
Plaintiff has no other means of livelihood, has no other trade and is the 
sole support of nie family, 
The complein’ was made by a 48-year old, widowed, colored woman of 
ordinary appearance, wno lives with an unmarried daughter at 1701 Swam 
Street, N. W., in the District of Columbia. Compleinant is employed as & 
cook at St. Elizabeth's Hogpital at the home of a Doctor Hoffman, 9 psychiatrist, 
and thet she had at one time attended mental patients. 
mestimony further disclosed thet on August 6, 2956, complginant (4) 


delivered to the Hack Inspector's office a letter written in i ik, in which 





letter she reletes in detail with the most scurrilous, vuigs™, indecent and 
filthiest lenguage, her complaint that plaintiff, responcent before the Board, 
solicited her for the purpose of a lewd and immoral act of sodouy. 

Gwe weeks later a Hack Inspector took both comlainant and plaintiff to 
the District Attorney's office in the Mmicipal Court, Criminal Division, 
where complainant again related her story. | 

here were no charges placed against plaintiff at the Dietrict Attorney's 


office. 





The order of testimony before the Board of Revocation was as follows: 

That, on August 2, 1956, at 10:40 a.m. complainant hailed plaintiff's 
taxicab in the vicinity of the 1700 block of New Hampshire Avemue, Ne Wey 
and in an excited voice instructed plaintiff to take her to St. Elizabeth's 
Hospital; that she was very nervous as ghe had some trouble with her daughter, 
and that she was late for work. She stated thet she took the munber of the 
taxicab and that she "usually got all cab numbers when she got in--in case 
anything happened." When pressed she said she hea lost a oa book at one 
time and that was her reason for doing 80. | 

On the way down New Hampabire to 16th and Q Streets, N. W., into Con- 
necticut Avenue, compleinant was trying to light a king size cigarette. She 











told plaintiff that she was not used to these long cigarettes, when, (4) 
according to her, plaintiff was supposed to have solicited her for the 
perverted act and used the foul language attributed to him, | 
When the taxicab reached the vicinity of 17th Street, below Pennsylvania 
Avenue, N. W., the conversation turned to the subject of a series of historical 
statuettes of presidents, that plaintiff had glued to the dash board of (5) 
bis taxicab (photograrhs of these statuettes were exhidited %o the Board of 
Revocation and are part of the record). Complainant showed great interest in 
these statuettes, questioning the plaintiff about then. Plaintiff obliged by 
explaining each individual statuctte ia detail and giving some. historical 
background of each, starting with President Eisenhower, Mrs. Eisenhower, 


right through to President McKiriey, There was practicaily no other conver= 





sation of any materiality bearing upon the alleged charge made by the com- 
plainant. She stated she was in fear during the trip which took exactly 21 
minutes to make, according to plaintiff, who upon instructions | rom his 
counsel made a similar trip leter under similar circumstances starting at 
the point of origin and ending at the exact point of destination, the same 
identical route, same time, similar weather, same stops and traffic conditions. 
Yet with all the necessary stops and for intersection traffic lights, 
complainant not once attempted to call for help, call 2 policeman or attempt 
to get out of the taxicab. In addition thereto she admitted that when the 
first gate of St. Elizabeth's was reached, just south of Som Road on 
Nichols Avenue, S. E., 2 guard was at the gate. The taxicab stopped and was 
then waved on by the guard, Still, she made no complaint. When her destination 


was reached, shé paid the plaintiff with a one doller bill and; was given 20 
certs in change. She added that plaintiff had made no attempt to touch her, 
except when he gave her the 20 cents change she thought he pinched her finger 


es she took the change and further added that he was the vorst cab driver she 





had ever seen. She testified she had never seen or knew plaintiff before. 
Plaintiff specifically testified that he had never seen the complainant 
before August 2, 1956; that the initial : 
Plaintiff specifically testified that he had never seen the com= (6) 
seainant before August 2, 1956; that the initial conversation vas all on 
her part respecting her daughter, her nervousness and about being late; that 
she did ask him for a match, and that he took a folder of matches down from 


the visor and gave them to her, that he had stopped et all stop signs and 





traffic Lights; 3 thet this was broad daylight, plenty of traffic and people on 
the streets. 








That at about where the Mille Building is on 17th Street, just (6) 
below Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W., complainant inquired about the statuettes 
and the conversation about them lasted until they had reached the vicinisy 
past South Capital Street Bridge, thereafter there was practically nothing 


said at all. 


Plaintiff further testified that he never had a charge of this kind ever 
mede against him during his lifetime; that he was a good family man, did not 
drink, smoke, end never used language such as the complainant had written 
in her letter. He covld no° give any reason why complainant should make such 
charge, unless there was something wrong with her. 


Plaintiff stated thet he wac a ncrmal man, loved hic wife and chilcren 


and worked hard for them. 


His testimony was ecrroborated by his wife, a nice looking man; who 





testified that she Icved her husbtand;. that he was goo’ to his family; that 
their home life was upright, naturally and normal. That he husdand was never 
reluctant in normal sex intimacies. 

Plaintiff furthermore supported the above testimony by the introduction 
of many character letters (Board has no power of subpoena) from neighbors, 
friends and acquaintances, who stated they had mown him from periods ranging 
from 5 to 22 years and who stated that he was a man of good woral character, 
honest and respected in the commmity in which he lived. | 

At the close of this testimony the photos of the statuettes, and (7) 
character letters were offered in evidence and received. A city map showing 
the route taken, the Board decided was unnecessary. | 

Thereupon, counsel for plaintiff argued for dismissal of the charge 
emphasizing the following points. | 

FIRST: 

That this charge being one of the most heinous that can be made avat=s* 
another human, must be received and analyzed by this Board with suspicion, 
the greatest care, scrutiny and caution. It tends to destroy and blast a 
reputation built upon years of respectability. In this matter we have the 
testimony of the complainant alone as to the alleged solicitation and the 
acurrilous, vulgar, indecent and malignant vords attributed to respondent, 
but written by the compleinant. 

SECOND: 

The Board must remember that there does not exist even a scintilla 


of corroboration to this complainant's story. While on the other hand you have 
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a fair and reasonable explanation as to the consumption of the by (7) 
minute ride, that the time was consumed by the questions and answers relating 
to the interest shown to the statuettes. Furthermore, if +his complainan’ 
had any fear of thie plaintiff, for which there is no basis, she could 


have called for help, got out of the cab or attracted somebody's attention. 





She did not do so because what she charged did not happen. 

+ me remind you again, that in a terrible charge of this kind, in 
wnich the accusation is so destructive, the Courts have held there must be 
corroboration, Anyoody, by word of mouth, can accuse another falsely and 


easily charge him, and to cisprove such a charge is an impossibility. Tnere= 





fore, if my recollection serves me right, there miss be corroboration (8) 

of the circumstances, which we do not have. : 
THIRD: 

Evidence of plaintiff's good character, it was argued, must be 

given great weight, because in cases of this kind where there are present 

cnly the complainant and the respondent pleintiff's gocd character may be 


the only defense, Obviously, a person addicted to perversion would not likeiy 


be able to produce evidence of good character. | 
FOURTH: 


We mst bear in mind that here we have a good man, before and after 


the alleged accusation, and unless the accusation by great evidentiary weight 
overbalances any doubts great irreparable destruction will SORES in this 


man's reputation. His family, wife and children will suffer the consequences 





and his and their future welfare and livelihood will be shattered » #11 be- 
cause of the uncorroborated word of an accuser, who may have his or her own 
reason or motive. Only God would know the answer. : 

Therefore, from all the evidence here, the decision of the Board must 
be one of dismissal of this devastating charge to respondent's reputation 
and livelihood. | 


10, That there is no appeal to the defendant Couniasioners from the 





decision of defendant, Board of Revocation and plaintiff's only hope is to 
the Court of Equity for expeditious relief in order that plaintiff and his 
family may not become public charges and suffer irreparable injury from lack 
of employment, which has been unjustifiebly and illegally taken away from 
pleintif®, and for grounds therefor states as follows: 
a, That proceedings before an administrative Board mst have some 


semblence of legality respecting evidence, the quantum of proof thereof (9) 
and the application of law. | 











f 
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(b) That a charge of sodomy must be subjected to the most careful (9) 


scrutiny. 
(c) That en invitation of any person to another for lewd and imnoral 

purposes being in itself e heinous accusation, the defendants must seriously 

consider the prevention of unwarranted irreparable destruction of reputation, 


and to prevens criminal offenve cf blackmail in connection with charge of 


verbal invitation, and i+ must not foster conditions or practices which make 


i 
| 





easy to enccurage such offense, 
(ad) That the defendants failed to take to acccunt the impoettton of 
quantitative requirements of proof, which is dependen’ om relative provorticn, 
in experience, of likeiihood of false accusations in a charge of this kind, 
as compared with harm of guilty person‘s escepe. 
(e) That the defendants failed to recognize that the testimony, of a 
single witness to such a vile charge growing out of 2 versal invitation to 


sodery should be received and consicered with great caution. 


(f) Defendants totally failed to recognize that evidence of good cheracter 





of accused is particularly applicable in that it is usually the only defense, 


except the word of the accused, and should be most seriously considered even 





by an administrative board. 

(g) Defendants completely failed to recognize the principle, the law and 
good common sense, that this kind of ao more than any other,, should require 
corroboration of circumstances surrounding parties at time and place of alleged 
occurrence and similar provable circumstances. | 

(n) That the evidence was insufficient to sustain a revocation for unlawful 
invitation by accused to another to accompany or induce the other person for 
lewd and immoral purpose. 

(i) That the charge being of the blackest nature, forever destroy- (10) 
ing plaintiff's long established reputation for good morals and being in the 
nature of a criminal proceeding should have required at proceedings before an 
administrative Board a greater quantum of proof than in a criminal case of 
like nature before the courts. 

(j) That plaintiff has no adequate remedy at law and that his only relief 
is an equitable one through injunctive relief. 

WHEREFORE, the premises considered, plaintiff prays: 





1. That a restraining order and thereafter an injunction both pendente lite 
and permanently be issued against defendants upon the illegal action taken by them. 


i 
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2. That pending the final determination of this matter the 





fendants be ordered to restore to the plaintiff his identification license 
card and any other driving privileges that he had. 
3. And for such other and further relief as the nature of the case may 
require and to the Court may appear just and proper. : 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, . ss: aaa 
John H. Coleman, being first duly sworn, deposes and says that he has 
read the foregoing Complaint and subscribed to the same, and that it is a 
true and ccrrect statement. : 
John H, Coleman 





| 
SUBSCRIBED aad Sworn to before me this 28th day of November, 1956. 


s/* Elizabeth G. Soutter 


ee a a I LT 
James Shenos Notary Public, D. 
Attorney for Plaintiff 


733 Southern Building 
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WILEY W. GODSEY, Acting Chariman, 
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Eackers' Identification Licenses, 
and 
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DAVID B. KARRICK 

THOMAS A, LANE, 

Loard of D. C. Commissioners, 

Defendants 
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MOTION FOR TEMPORARY INJUNCTION 


For Mandatory Relief 
Comes now the plaintiff, John H. Coleman, and moves the court for a 


roeliminary injunction in the above-entitled action, ordering the defendants, 
Robert E, McLaughlin, David B. Karrick, and Thomas A, Lane, Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia, and their agent, Wiley W. Godsey, Acting Chairman 
of the Board of Revocation and Review of Hackers’ Identification Licenses, 
pending the final hearing and termination of this cause to return and restore 
plaintiff's identification card and other driving privileges; and to restrain 


‘ne defendants from taking any other action of revocation yeni the final 
hearing and termination of this cause. 











The grounds in support of this motion are as follows: ! (21) 





irreparable injury, loss and damage has resulted and will continue to 
result to the plaintiff by virtue of the revocation of his identification 
card, revoked arbitrarily by the defendants contrary to the evidence and all 
the lew, thus depriving him of his livelihood, es is more particulerly (12) 
set forth in the Complaint filed herewith. | 

That the granting cf the preliminary injunction will result in no 





injury tothe defendants > whereas, on the part of the pieintift hie icss of 
livelihood is causing him great and irreparable injury, loss and damages. 


/s/ ames Shenos 
James Shenos 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
733 Southern Building 
Washington 5, D. Ce. 


: NOTICE 
Wiley W. Godsey_ 
Scting Chairman, 
Board of Revecation and Review of 
Hackers' Identification Licenses, 
: and 
Robert S, McLaughlin, 
Devid B, .Karrick, 
Thomas A, Lane, 
Board of D. C. Commissioners, 


Defendants. 


Notice is hereby given you that the rules of this Court require 
that if you oppose the granting of this motion, you mst file with the Slerk 
of this Court, within five days, exclusive of Sundays and hol » fron 
the service upon you of this motion, the grounds upon which you oppose the 





granting of said motion, and serve @ copy thereof upon the attorney for the 


plaintiff. 
You are algo hereby given notice to produce at the nearing of this notjonr 
“the plaintiff's identification card and the order revoking same. 


/s/ James Shenos 
James Shenos 


Attorney for Plaintiff 
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JOHN H. COLEMAN 
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Washington, D. C- 
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WILEY W. GODSEY, Acting Chairman ) 
Board of Revocation and Review of Hackers’ ) 
Identifications Licenses ) 
301 C Street, .NeW. ) 
Washington, D. C. ) 
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Civil Action No. 4410-56 





and 

ROBERT E. McLAUGHLIN 

DAVID E, KARRICK 

THOMAS A. LANE 

Board of D.C. Commissioners 

District Building 

14th and E Streets, N.W. 

Washington, D. C. 
Defendants 
MOTTON OF DEFENDANTS TO DISMESS OR IN 
mee ALTERNATIVE FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 


gn er LT LL 


Te defendants move the Court to dismiss the above entitled cause, or, 





in the alternative, to enter a summary judgment in their favor, on the 
following grounds: 

1. The complaint fails to state a claim upon which relief can be granted. 

2, The complaint, when considered with Exhibits A-L (transcript of 
Proceedings before the Board of Revocation and Review of Hackers’ Identifica- 
tion Cards) hereto annexed and made a part hereof by reference, demonstrate 
that a rational basis exists in the administrative hearing record for the 
action of the Board of Revocation and Review of Hackers'* Identi¢ieation (14) 
cerds in revoking the plaintiff's identification card, and therefore, 


defendants are entitled to judgment as a matter of law. 


3, There is a misjoinder of parties of defendant, The affidavit 
of Wiley We Godsey (Exhibit M), ettached hereto and made a part hereof by 





seference, when considered with the complaint and the law governing revocation 
and review of hackers’ identification cards, demonstrates that the Com- 
missioners of the District of Columbia are improperly included in this cause 


as parties defendant. 
h. ‘The complaint, when considered with the affidavit of Wiley W. Godsey, 

supra, shove that plaintiff has failed to nome as defendants indispensable 

parties. | 











EXHIBIT A 
HEARING IN THE CASE OF JOHN H. COLEMAN 
HELD ON CCTOBER 24, 1956 
MR. GODSEY: Your name is John Herbert Coleman? 
MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir.. 
MR, GODSEY: And your name is Mrs. Eleanor D. | Merttela? 


PRS, WARSTELD, Yer sire 


MR. GODSEY: And your Attorney Shenos, representing Mr. Coleman? 


ATTORNEX: Yes sir. 
| 


MR. GODSEY: This is a complaint that was aledged that on ape 
August 2, 1956, at approximately 10:40 A.M., you did attempos to solicit a 
citizen accepted as a passenger in your public vehicle fcr inmorel purposes. 
it is further aledged that you did use vulgar and profane Languegee In 
comection with this aledged offense it's based on a letter received at 
this office on August 5, 1956, from Mrs. Warfield. The letter sees as follows? 

ATTORNEY: Now, I?m gonna object to the reading of that letter in as 
mich as we have the compliant here. I believe that her testimony would be 
the fine evidence which she wrote in that letter would certainty not be 
evidence and furthermore the reading of that letter at this tame would be 
pre judical to the rights of this respondent. : 

MR. HESS: Just go ahead and testify first then later on if he makes no 
move, woll it won't be necessary, of course these hearings are now bound by 
the strict rules of court with regards to testimony. | 

VR. GODSEY: Do we have it now? | 

MR. HESS: Yes. | 

MR. GODSEY: Well in view of that then, Mrs. Warfield, i22 you state 
to the board a complete statement of what happened and what transpired (17) 
at that time please. | 

. VARFIELD: Well I got the cab at Now Hampshire kvemue| and Swann 
Street, about 10340 that morning and I was going down New Hempshire fvenue 
end as you turn at 18th Street, I was trying to light a cigarette and the 
match kept going out, So I said to myself "0h" just like thet. He said what's 
the matter? I seid "nothing" I'm not use to smoking King Size cigarettes and 
it kceps putting the match out as well as the cigarette. So ten Mr. Coleman 
says +o me "well it's bad when you misjudge the distance of things, just 


ke that, so I paid him no mind and then he vent on talking and he said I 
| 


1 








imagine you can't misjudge the distance of you though because you are a (17) 


long tall girl and your just my type and ever since you got in the cad you 





have done something to me. So then he went on talking e11 these thirgs thet 

I ask him, so I set there and I commensed getting nervous and i didn't know 
what to say go he kept talking, talking and talking and then finally I seid 
to him, I savs, ah what are those things on your dashboerd and he had statutes 
of the president, tzying to break the conversation end thinking that he 


would get eff of it »ou Imow, and he told me all about the presidents and 





things and *hen he sot rignt back on this same subject egsin. So he kept 

that up and what he would do and how he would like to euck mr reacts end ali 
that kind cf stuff. So I wes reaily frightened and wher we got to St. 
Tliszabeth's Hornitel he kept teliing me well if you don‘t believe me you 


give me a chance about twenty minutes and I'11 show you whet I can do. So 


waen I get to my destination i handed him a dollar ana he gave me twenty 
sents change and then he tried t> grab my hand you know when I got out the 
cab, so I just snatched my hand awsy so I gos on out the cab, so thet's 
the way it was, but everything in that cetier is what he cai, is the words 
of it. There's not a word in there that's not true. : 
» HESS: Well, inasm:ch as Mr. Shenos has requested that the letter not 
be read, we are in the dazk as to whet the letter contained Vrs. Warfield. 
MRS, WARFIELD: Well, he went on to say, it's embarrassing to me to 
nave to repeat it because that's what I asked the officer's upstairs if I 
could write it instead of just having to repeat it, but if I’m gonna have 
to do it I'11 do it. So he says eh that he didn't fuck anybody he liked to 
suck on them and take his tongue and let the juice run down his throat and 
ail that kind of stuff. Well things like that just frightened me because 
I've never had anybody talk to me like that before- And I atan't mow (18) 
what was wrong with the man and he just kept that uo all the way to St. 
Elizabeth's Hospital and I came home that night and I went right straight 
to a policeman as soon es I got home and told them about it and he told me 
to come down here end report it and that's what I did. I came right dovn the 
next day and reported it. | 
. HESS: You do work at St. Elizabeth's Berisa? 
MRS, WARFIELD: Yes I work. 
MR. HESS: You were going to work there? 
MRS. WARFIELD; Yes I was going to work. | 
MR. HESS: nia you try at enytine to ask hin to let you out of the cab? 
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MRS, WARFIELD: No I didn't because I didn't know what he was, (18) 


he was in such a stage I didn't know what he might do you know. I mean he 
was acting so queer. I've never seen anybody act like that before. 
MR. HESS: Daylight of course? | 
MRS, WARFIELD: Yes it was in the morning about twenty minutes of eleven 
when I got the cab. : 
» HESS: It's a long way from New Hampshire and 18th to | St. Elizabeth's 
Hospital- --- 
MRS. WARFIELD: Yes- ~ - = | 
MR. HESS: If you were afraid of anything you could have stopped at 


any corner. 


MRS, WARFIELD: Well I didn't stop I just left him, I thought any minute 


that he would stope - ~ | 
4 e HESS: Did he stop at any traffic lights while you wien with him? 
Ns MRS, WARFIELD: Yes he stopped a couple of times. ! 
MRe HESS: You could have gotten out of the cab I think. | 

‘. MRS, WARFIELD: I guess I could have but I just - - - - 





MR, HESS: Was all of this conversation on his part or dia you engage 
him in any? | 

MRS. WARFIELD: No I didn't engage in nothing like thet because (19) 
I meanI -<+-+-=- 

MR. HESS: After this original conversation in where you were talking 
with your cigarette you didn't say another word to him all the way over there? 





MRS. WARFIELD: I asked him about the statutes of the president. 

MR. HESS: And then after that? | 

MRS, WARFIELD: After that he stopped and told me he was going wrong 
end he was telling he had just carried his d sughter to sumer school and 
that was the last day and then I said well how many children do you have? 
I would talk to him trying to get him off the subject that he was on but he 
would talk to me back and then he would get right back on this same thing again 
you know that he was on and then he would ride along as he would ride along 





he looked back at me in his cab and stare me up, then all I could do was sit 

there 2nd he stared at me just Jike that ond I was really frightened because 

I wouldn't loose my time fram work and I wouldn't make up a lie on the man. 
MR. HESS: Of course, all that, that you would have done or what you 

souian®£ vasiis leit vocnciustonltoltheltestametimest vhati-youl thizkeiEave 

you ever seen Mr, Coleman before the day that you got into his cab? 











MRS. WARFIELD: No, no. 
MR. HESS: You have never seen him before? 
MRS. WARFIELD: No. 
MR. HESS: Are you married Mrs. Warfield? 
MRS, WARFIELD: I'm a widow. 
MR. HESS: Who do you live with? 
MRS. WARFIELD: I live with myself, my daughter and I. 
MR. HESS: Your own daughter? 
MRS. WARFIELD: Un-huh. 
MR. HESS: How are you employed? | 
MRS, WARFIELD: I work for one of the doctor's over there, Dr. Hoffman. 
MR. HESS: Doctor as far as prescriptions is concerned or : --- 
I can't hear you, will you talk a little louder? What are you? (20) 
MRS. WARFIELD: I'm a cook at Dr. Hoffman's home at St. Elizabeth's. 
The Chief Doctor of Medicine, ! 
MR. HESS: Are you paid by the doctor or by the goverment? 
MRS, WARFIELD: Government. | 
MR, GODSEY: How did you recognize this man as being the same one in the 
cab after that? | 
MRS. WARFIELD: Beg your pardon. 


MR. GODSEY: This man here, how did you establish that he vas the man 


that you talked to in the cab? Did you recognize him? Did you have his cab 
number when you made this repert to the police? | 


| 
MRS, WARFIELD: I didn't get his number ah I didn't get at of his number 
I got the 70 and a 3, I think it was 708, it was 708 and I vent upsteire 
and told the man upstairs what he looked like. | 
MR. GODSEY: What do you mean by that now? 
MRS. WARFIELD: It was the Officer up in the Hack Inspector" 8-<--- 


MR. GODSEY: Gh I see your talking about this. | 

MRS, WARFIELD: Yea, I told him what he looked like and I told him that 
he had a rubber band over his cab number over the last number, I could. get 
the two but I couldn't get the fourth number, so then he Looked it up for. 
me and he got three pictures out and then I identified Mr. coleman, and I 
told him the cab number, I remembered the cab mumber. | 

». HESS: Was this the man that was the driver of the cab 
MRS. WARFIELD: Yes he's the one. 


MR. HESS: I have no further questions. 








LT, HENSLEY: Oh yes I do have one, I mean ah other than attempting (20) 
to change the conversation or to leave it to less objectionable conversation 
or subject. Did you specifically object to what he said? : 

MRS, WARFIELD: I told him I said, your the worse cab ériver I've ever 
seen in my life and I said I've never had a cab driver to talk to me like 
that and he said yea but if you was a younger person I wouldn't say nothing 
to you. I know what I'm doing he says because I've talked to the older people 
because I know what I can do and he says furthermore I'm 58 years old and 
my age is against me and I know what I can do with women and he said (22) 
that's the reason why I don't fool with none of these young vonen. 

END OF RECORD | 

MRS. WARFIELD: He kept on looking back at me every once in a while and 
saying what he could do to me you know and things like that. That's when I 
told him he was the worse cab driver I have ever seen in my life and I said 


I never have seen a cab driver like you before. 


MR, HESS: Was that the one where he made the change and grabbed your hand? 


MR. WARFIELD: Yea that was on the same- - - - 
MR. HESS: Did he actually grab your hand? | 
MRS, WARFIELD: When he handed me, when I- - ~ when he handed me the 
twenty cents he started to grab my hand and I took the twenty cents 3 snatched 
my hand away and got out the cab. | 
MR. HESS: You say you saw the cab number? 





4 MRS. WARFIELD: Yea I usually get all cab numbers when I get in. 

MR. HESS: Wait a minute. What did you say? You usually get all cab numbers 
when you get in? | 

MRS. WARFIELD: Yes. I mean there's anything happens I always know what 
cab I was riding in, so this cab when I got out, I looked at the door and 
it was 463, : 

MR. HESS: You say you got the number on his face? | 

MRS, WARFIELD: A rubber band was drawn over his face, the last number 
on his face. ! 

MR. HESS: You are sure it was his face? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Yes, his picture? 

MR. HESS: Yes. 

MRS, WARFIELD: Yes I saw his picture. ; 


MR. HESS: Any question about this is the man? 
MRS, WARFIELD: Un-huh, he's the man, 








MR. HESS: You are sure about that? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Yes I'm sure.. 

MR. HESS: You identified the photograph the next day? 
MRS. WARFIELD: Upstairs. 

MR. HESS: When did you see him after that? 





MRS, WARFIELD: When we went before the District Attorney. I didn't see him 


anymore until the day we went before the District Attorney. 

MR. HESS: Did you identify him over there also? 

MR. WARFIELD: Yes. ! 

MR. HESS: How soon was that after the incident happened aia you appear 
before the District Attorney? Was it a week, ten days, two weeks or a month? 

MRS, WARFIELD: About two weeks I think. | 
MR. HESS: About two weeks afterwards. 

MRS, WARFIELD: You know we had a Officer Davis upstairs called me and told 
me to ah go over to the District Attorney's Office in the morning at nine | 
o'clock. | 

MR. HESS: Have you ever had any previous experience such as this in any 
other taxicab? : 

MRS, WARFIELD: No I haven't. Never before. ! 

MR. HESS: You said that you got the mmber of each cab before you got 

~ in and I just wondered if you have had any unsatisfactory experience in the 
passed, | : 

MRS. WARFIELD: Well no, I've always made a habit of that because one time 
I lost a billfold in a cab and ah when I called up the office they asked me 
what was the number of the cab, well I didn't Imow, but then he said you 
should always get your number of the cab in case you lose something, so that's 
why I made a habit of getting numbers. : 

. HESS: Is all that in the record? I object to this vetter of -- this 
is all heresay evidence and the purpose of this record in case this matter 
has to be appealed, Have you ever seen this man before, this Mr. Coleman 
before this latest incident? | 

MRS, WARFIELD: No I have never seen hin, : (23) 

. HESS: You didn't ‘mow him prior to that tine? : 

MRS, WARFIELD: No I've never known him and I've never seen him before 
in my life and as I just said this is the third time that I neve seen Mr. 
Coleman, that day and the dey we went to the District Attorney and today. 

MR. HESS: Any questions you would like to ask Mr. Shenos? 
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ATTORNEY: Now ah, you have told us, what was your name again? (23) 
MRS. WARFIELD: Eleanor Warfield. | 
ATTORNEY: Eleanor \farfield. Where do you live? 

MRS. WARFIELD: 1701 Swann Street. 

ATTORNEY: And who did you tell us lived there with you? 
MRS, WARFIELD: My daughter. 

ATTORNEY: How old is she? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Twenty-four. 

ATTORNEY: Twenty what? 

MRS, WARFIELD: Twenty-four. 

ATTORNEY: Is she married? 

MRS. WARFIELD: No she isn't married. 


ATTORNEY: Has she ever been married? 





MRS. WARFIELD: No. ! 
ATTORNEY: And you are a widow. How long have you been a widow? 
MRS. WARFIELD: Since Forty-seven. 
ATTORNEY: Nine years. Now you told us I think that you worked for a 
Doctor Hoffman at St. Elizabeth's. That's inside of the St. Elizabeth's grounds, 
isn't it? | 
MRS, WARFIELD: That's right, it's on the grounds. ! 
ATTORNEY: And ah with respect to St. Elizabeth's proper or let's say 
the St. Elizabeth's building, which side of the Nichols Avenue is that? East 
or West? : 
MRS, WARFIELD: Right hand side going up the first gate. 


ATTORNEY: That would be the west side? 





MRS. WARFIELD: Yes sir. 

ATTORNEY: Right. And that's the first gate going up? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Going up. 

ATTORNEY: Now what's the nearest street from the first gate north on 

Nichols Avenue? | 
MRS. WARFIELD: I don't know because St. Elizabeth's Hospital runs all 

up to Portland Street. : 
ATTORNEY: Well I mean north, before you get to that gate, what is the 


street that - - - 





MRS, WARFIELD: Summer Road. 
ATTORNEY: Sumer Road? 
MRS. WARFIELD: Un-huh, 











i 
ATTORNEY: Is that the street that you came up and made the right (24) 


hend turn, is that right? | 
| 


MRS. WARFIELD: Yes we came up that wey. 

ATTORNEY: Alright. Now sh was it raining that day? 
MRS. WARFIELD: No it wasn't. 

ATTORNEY: Broad day light? 


MRS. WARFIELD: In the morning. 





ATTORNEY: Alright. You told us that you had left your home, ‘or you and 
your daughter which and ah when you got out of this address that | you just 
gave me Swann Street, you walked down what street? : 

MRS. WARFIELD: I walked to the corner of New Hampshire svennie and Swann 
street which is right on the corner, I live right on the corner “| 
ATTORNEY: Yes, now did you pick up @ cab there? ! 
MRS. WARFIELD: Right by the drug store, yes, I picked up @ | 
ATTORNEY: Right by the drug store? ! 
MRS. WARFIELD: Un-huh. 

ATTORNEY: Right at- - - - 
MRS. WARFIELD: Right at New Hampshire “venue and Swann. 





APTORNEY: Right. Alright now ah what was the color this cab? 
MRS. WARFIELD: Black and White. ! 


ATTORNEY: Any particular name on it? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Federal. 

MITORNEY: Federal, alright, you got in. Do you always take a cab when 
you leave your house to go to St. Elizabeth's? | 

MRS. WARFIELD: Not always, but I mean most of the time, sometimes I do. 

ATTORNEY: What are your hours at St. Elizabeth's? : 

MRS, WARFIELD: From 10:30 to 7:00 o'clock at night 
ATTORNEY: 10:30 to 7:00, Now on this day what time did you take this cab? 
MRS, WARFIELD: About 10:40. | 


ATTORNEY: 10:40? 


| 

| 
MRS, WARFIELD: It was twenty minutes of eleven when I- - - - 

| 


ATTORNEY: You were late that day? 

MRS, WARFIELD: I was running late and I came out and got the cab. 

ATTORNEY: So the cab ---did you tell the cab driver you were late? 

MRS. WARFIELD: No I didn't I didn't say anything to him I just told him 
I wanted to go to St. Elizabeth's Hospital please. 

ATTORNEY: You didn't say that you were late at ail? 








MRS. WARFIELD: No I didn't. ! (25) 

ATTORNEY: You didn't say that you were in a hurry? Alright now, ah when 
dic you light this cigarette? 

MRS. WARFIELD: At New Hampshire Avenue and Massachusetts. 

ATTORNEY: Where? Out in the street? 





MRS. WARFIELD: I mean 18th and Massachusetts where you turn 
1Sth Street. 


ATTORNEY: In the cab? 


MRS, WARFIELD: In the cab. ! (26) 


ATTORNEY: And how did you light it? | 
MRS, WARFIELD: I had my own matches, I had my own matches and I had lit 


about three matches and the cigarette- - -, and I said I don't smoke king size 





cigarettes I smoke Lucky Strikes mostly. To judge the distance of the two 

cigerettes makes a difference, so the king size cigarette kept putting the 

metch out, so that's why- - - | 
ATTORNEY: Alright, so it is your testimony then that at 18th h and 

Massechusetts Avenue you lit your cigarette, is that right? 
MRS. WARFIELD: That's right. 





ATTORNEY: You are sure you didn't light it at 16th and Comjectiout Avenue? 

MRS. WARFIELD: No, it was 18th and Massachusetts Avenue, because the light 
was just about ready to turn. It turned to red when he stopped there. That's 
when I vas lighting the cigarette, just before he stopped. : 

ATTORNEY: You didn't ask him for a match? 

MRS. WARFIELD: No, I didn't ask him for a match, 

ATTORNEY: But, isn't it a fact he gave you one? 

MRS, WARFIELD: No he did not. ! 

ATTORNEY: Isn't it a further fact that he nad one up on hig visor and he 
gave you the package? | 
’ MRS. WARFIELD: He did not give me a match, I had my own matches. I carry 
them in my pocket at all times. : 

ATTORNEY: Now, up to that point, according to what you have told this 
Board here, aheas Is it your testimony that he made these statenents to you, 
vulgar, obscene statements, before you lit your cHEETeRte: or after? 

MRS. WARFIELD: After. : 

ATTORNEY: After? | | 

MRS. WARFIELD: After I lit the cigarette. | 

ATTORNEY: So at least we know that up to 18th and Hasoachusetts Avenue 
there were no vulgar statements made. 


| 
| 








MRS. WARFIELD: No, he hadn't said nothing. | (27) 
ATTORNEY: Now, had you said anything to him hetween the time you got 
into the taxicab at Swann and New Hampshire Avenue up to the time that you 
finally 1it your cigarette at 1&th and Massachusetts Avenue? 
MRS. WARFIELD: No, I only told him where I wanted to go and that is all, 
ATTORNEY: But at no time did you observe his taxicab at that time, 
the interior of it? : 
MRS. WARFIELD: No. 
ATTORNEY: Nothing attracted your attention? 
MRS. WARFIELD: We were going out, almost to St, Elisabeth's Hospital 
when I asked him about the presidents, I think he went out M Street. 
ATTORNEY: My question is not whether you had conversations but did you 
observe anything special or particular in this cab? | 
MRS. WARFIELD: Well I saw the statues, bute ~ ~ 
ATTORNEY: When did you first see them? 





MRS, WARFIELD: When I first got in I saw them, but I didn't say anything 
to him about them. 

ATTORNEY: So you saw them at Swann and New Hampshire Avenue, is that right? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Yes. | 

ATTORNEY: So you were curious to know what they were about, weren't you? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Yeah, but I never said a word to him until after he got 
going and he started talking and then I asked him what the statues were all 
about. : 


ATTORNEY: Now, after you lit this cigarette and you started, you con- 





tinued on 18th Street, didn't you? 
MRS. WARFIELD: On New Hampshire Avenue, we stayed on New Hampshire Avenue. 
ATTORNEY: Now you had already been to 18th and Massachusetts Avenue. 
MRS. WARFIELD: Well, when you gotoNew Hampshire Avenue it turns down and 
goes down 18th Street to Connecticut. That's the way it goes. 
ATTORNEY: I see, so there comes a time when you are at 16th and Con- 


necticut, is that right? 


MRS, WARFIELD: Yes. : (28) 
| 


ATTORNEY: Than where did you go? 
MRS, WARFIELD: We went straight down Connecticut Avenue, right down 17th 
Street and around the bridge way. ee sues 


ATTORNEY: You went down the basin way. That is called the basin. Across 


from the Jefferson Memorial, is that right? 
MRS. WARFIELD: Yes. 











ATTORNEY: And then you headed down Maine Avenue, isn't that right? (28) 


MRS. WARFIELD: Yes. 

ATTORNEY: And then Maine Avenue you took Oh Street, is that lcorrectt 

MRS, WARFIELD: I think Oh Street is one-way we took M Street. 

ATTORNEY: Alright M Street, just whatever your recollection is, and then 
you went across South Capitol Street bridge? | 

MRS, WARFIELD: That's right. 

ATTORNEY: And then around until you finally got to Sumer Roed and then 
the distance up Sumrer Road to Nichols Avenue to St. Elizabeth's, 8) is that rigat? 

MRS, WARFIELD: Yes. 

ATTORNEY: Now, specifically at what point on the route was it that he 
said the first thing to you? | 





MRS. WARFIELD: Right at 18th and Massachusetts Avenue when I said about 





the cigarette and he started tallding about judging the dictance of things, and 
how you could misjudge the distance of things and that started it off. 
ATTORNEY: Now how long was that conversation? 
MRS, WARFIELD: That went on and on and on and on and on as fer as he went 
and then when he got down going out M Street that is when I asked him about 
the statutes and he was talking and kept sucicing his teeth and doing, I don't 
, funny things that I had never seen anybody do. I said ew’ are those 
statutes up there"?. To myself I said maybe if I talk to him maybe~ - 
ATTORNEY: Let me interrupt you a minute. When did you start talking about 


the statues, at what particular point and route? : 
MRS. WARFIELD: When we were going out M Street to South Capitol (29) 
Street, that is when- ~ - | 
ATTORNEY: After you left Maine Avenue, is that right? 
. WARFIELD: Yes. 
ATTORNEY: So that your conversation about the statues rested from Maine, 
Jet's say, and M Street, till when? ! 
MRS, WARFIELD: Well, he didn't talk about it after we got on the bridge, 


he explained it to me about the president~ - - - 





ATTORNEY: And were you interested? 
MRS, WARFIELD: I had never seen one before and that ts vty 3 asked him. 
ATTORNEY: Did you ask him about the statue of Eisenhower? 
MRS, WARFIELD: Well, he told me about that. | 
ATTORNEY: Did you ask him about Mamie? 

MRS, WARFIELD: I said "Whet is it hanging there for?", because I mew we 


hed. never had a woman president. . 











ATTORNEY: And did you point out to him Truman? 

MRS. WARFIELD: No. 

ATTORNEY: Was anything said to him about Truman's statue? 

MRS, WARFIELD: No, he was naming them to me, because I ain't know them. 

ATTORNEY: Do you mow how many statues were there? 

MRS. WARFIELD: No, I don't. 

ATTORNEY: pid he give you a little history of each one of then. 

MRS, WARFIELD: Well, he was telling me different things ebous them, but I 
don't remember all of that. | 

ATTORNEY: I show you these photographs and ask you if that isn't the 





statue? This is the wheel and it shows them over in the extreme left hand side 
of the cab when you are sitting behind the wheel and this is a continuation 
of them over here. This is the center part. That don't run all the way there, 
they run about here, see. This is a picture of those sta*uees, isn't it? 

MRS, WARFIELD: That is the way they looked. : 
ATTORNEY: Is this Truman with his hands stretched out ae is that 
right? | (30) 

MRS. WARFIELD: I wouldn't know which was which or oes but I just asked 
him about the statues. | 

ATTORNEY: Didn't he show you this one with the hands upraised? 

MRS, WARFIELD: He was telling me about the statues- - ~- | 
ATTORNEY: Did he tell you who that was? | 
MRS, WARFIELD: Eisenhower I think you said. 
ATTORNEY: Yes. 
ATTORNEY: Did you observe this thing on top here? 
MRS, WARFIELD: No. 





ATTORNEY: Did you see that crusifix? 

YRS. WARFIELD: No, I said nothing sbout that at all. 
ATTORNEY: This is @ fair depiction of those, isn't it? 
wRS. WARFIELD: Yes, it is. It was only the statues that I asked him about. 


ATTORNEY: Now, how many times from New Hampshire Avenue. did the taxicab 


stop for lights? | 
MRS. WARFIELD: Now, I wouldn't mow how many lights there are from here. 
ATTORNEY: Would you sey you stopped « half a dozen tines? 
MRS, WARFIELD: I wouldn't say that because sometimes the light would be 





in his favor. 7 | 
ATTORNEY: Did he stop at all? ! 








MRS. WARFIELD: I know he stopped once or twice for lights. Tam (30) 





not going to say he stopped at every light because sometimes the light was in 
bis favor and he would go on through maybe four or five blocks on green lights. 
APTORNEY: When he dia stop, was there ever traffic there? | 
MRS. WARFIELD: Yes, it was cars going along. 
ATTORNEY: Would you say when he stopped it was after you left 18th and 
Massachusetts Avenue? 
MRS. WARFIELD: Yes, I think he had to stop about Connecticut Avenue 
where it came in, 
ATTORNEY: Was there other traffic there, other cars? : (31) 
MRS, WARFIELD: Yes. : 





ATTORNEY: People? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Well, I wouldn't say people. 

ATTORNEY: On the way down did you see a policemen? 

MRS. WARFIELD: I wouldn't know whether I did or not. 

ATTORNEY: Did you look for one? 

MRS. WARFIELD: No, I didn't. ! 

ATTORNEY: I am going to ask you the same question a member! of the Board 
did, why didn't you holler, why didn't you call out, why didn't) you holler 





stop, why didn't you get out of this cab? 
MRS. WARFIELD: Because, I will tell you the reason why I didn't, I 
thought, I said I don't know what the man might do if I asked him to let me 
out. I thought maybe he might hit me or something and say I tried to do 
something to him and that is the reason I sit there and prayed to god thet 
I got to work safe. | 


ATTORNEY: Wouldn't you rather he hit you then perform and indecent 


act on you? 


MRS, WARFIELD: Well, as long as he wasn't doing anything to me he was 
talking. | 





ATTORNEY: You took time to take money out of your purse to pay him 
didn't you? | 

MRS. WARFIELD: That's correct. 

ATTORNEY: Did he take you up to the door of your place of. employment? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Right to the door. | 

ATTORNEY: Was it Doctor Hoffman's ‘house? 

ATTORNEY: And were you cook? 


MRS. WARFIELD: Yes. 








ATTORNEY: Did you at that time call out? | (31) 


MRS. WARFIELD: No, because I just got out of the cab and slammed the 





door and kept going. : 

ATTORNEY: Now, when you went into the grounds before you got to Dr. 
Hoffman's house, 26 you turned right from Nichols Avemue into St. Elizabeth's 
isn't there a guerda there? : 
MRS, WARFIELD: Yes. ! (32) 
‘\ ATTORNEY: Did you tell the guard anything? | 
MRS. WARFIELD: No, I didn't tell the guard anything. 

' ATTORNEY: Why didn’t you Mrs. Warfield? 





MRS. WARFIELD: I didn’t tell the guard anything because as! 


man hadn't put his hands on me. 
ATTORNEY: But you were afraid, weren't you? | 
MRS. WARFIELD: I was afraid, yes I was afraid, wut he didn't put his 
hands on me as long as he was in the front seat and I was in the back, but 
if he had stopped and said anything at alle - ~ - 
ATTORNEY: You realize how serious this charge is against this man? 
MRS. WARFIELD: Yes, but it is true. 
ATTORNEY: And you did not even call out to the guard? : 


MRS. WARFIELD: I came and saw a policeman sbout it in the afternoon when 





I got off from work. 
ATTORNEY: Yes, but you didn't call that guard, you didn't: stop a police- 


man on the way. At the District Attorney's office you told your case, didn't 


you? 
MRS. WARFIELD: Yes. 


ATTORNEY: You told him in substance what you put in that vulgar letter, 
isn't that right? ! 
MRS, WARFIELD: No, I didn't repeat anything that I didn't put in that 
letter at the District Attorney's Office. 
ATTORNEY: Was this man held at the District Attorney's orice » was he 





arrested? : 

MRS. VARFIELD: No, he wesn't arrested. ! 

ATTORNEY: You ever written letters like that vefore? | 

MRS. WARFIELD: No, I never had cause to write them before. 

ATTORNEY: May I have that letter? 

MRS, WARFIELD: And I wouldn't have wrote that if the man petaize to 
write it, when I went up to report it. 

MR. GODSEY: Shall we make the letter a matter of record at this time? 











MR. HESS: I think so. | (33) 
ATTORNEY: Did you ever write anything in the past in your life that was 
in substance anything like that. 
MRS. WARFIELD: No I never had cause to write anything like thet before in 


my life. ‘ 





ATTORNEY: You realize that is very very vulgar and indecent language? 


MR. HESS: Mr. Shenos the letter is not in the record. 
MTTORNEY: Just a minute I am conducting this case. I just said, "Have 
you got the letter?” i 
MR. GODSEY: Yes, Ihave the letter. 
ATTORNEY: Now, who helped you write that letter? 
MRS, WARFIELD: No one helped me write it, I wrote it sess 
ATTORNEY: I don't want to introduce it, but is that the letter there? 
MRS. WARFIELD: That's the letter. | 
ATTORNEY: That's your handwriting? 
MRS, WARFIELD: That's my handwriting. 





ATTORNEY: When did you write that? : 
MRS, WARFIELD: I wrote it on a Friday. The incident happened on a Thursday 
and I wrote it on a Friday, which was the third. After I came down here in 
the morning and reported it and then I went back home because the officer 


upstairs asked me to write and I said I don't like to repeat vhat he said. 





He said "Don't hold back anything from us because we come up ageinst anything 
at all every day". ! 
| 
| 


ATTORNEY: What officer told you that? | 
MR, HESS: May I interject this at this point? You keep rotersin to this 
letter I don't know what the letter is all about, I haven't reed it. The 
Board doesn't know what it is all about. If you ere going to keep referring 
to the letter let's hear what it is all about. : 
ATTORNEY: We are talking now about this police officer upstairs telling 
her to write that. : 
. GODSEY: We will make the letter a matter of record anit you can discuss 





the letter and discuss the letter with her. I think it is only fair that the 
other members of the Board who have not read the letter. | 
ATTORNEY: Mr. Godsey, I think before this questioning is over the (34) 
Assistant Corporation Counsel will have en opportunity to read the letter 
and he can read it out loud to the Board I don't care, but at this point- - +--+ 
MR. HESS: Are you going to object to this going into evidence? 











ATTORNEY: I don't kmow whet I am going to do yet. I am not | (34) 
through cross~-examining. : 
e HESS: I am going to object to anymore crossexamination regarding 
that letter until the letter goes into evidence. i 
ATTORNEY: You rule on that. I am crossexamining and I want all the 
latitude I can use on erossexamination the same here as I can have in court. 
Now, rule on that. If I am going to be detured from my crossexanination I 
want the record to have that. | 
. HESS: I think perhaps you may continue on the letter but I think it 
would be to the advantage of the other members of the Posrd if you are going 
to use the letter in your cross-exemination they should know what is in the 


letter. You keep referring to the vulgar letter and they have net heard the 
letter. 
ATTORNEY: There is no question there is a letter in here, Ls there? 


MR. HESS: There is a letter, but they do not mow the contents. 
ATTORNEY: I am not ready to disclose the letter yet I have to conduct 


my case My Own Way. 





MR, HESS: You raised the question and I am at the point of assuming you 
are ready to discuss the letter and then 4% should be made 8 matter of record. 
ATTORNEY: Now, is there anybody, anybody you can think sbout- -- 1 
withdraw that. | 

ATTORNEY: Now, you told this Board he tried to grab your bend, didn't you? 

MRS. WARFIELD: I didn't say he tried, I said when I handed hin ‘the 
dollar he reached at my hand like that snapped my hand avay from him when he 
went to give me the change, he started to grab my hand like that. 

ATTORNEY: Alright hold that dollar. Hold it so the Board can see it. Now 


if I take that dollar like that, is that pinching you? i 

MRS. WARFIELD: No, he handed me change, when he handed me ny twenty 
cents that is when he grabbed my hand, I didn't say when he tool the dollar, 
because he took the doller in his hand. 

ATTORNEY: Is that the letter? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Yes. | 

ATTORNEY: Read it. | (35) 

MR. GODSEY: You may read At to the menbers of the Board as you have it 
witten there. , | 


Mrs, Warfield read original letter of Complaint. 


| 
ATTORNEY: Now, when is the lest time you read that letter? Before this time? 
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MRS, WARFIELD: I didn't read it. That is the only one I made. That (35) 


4s the only copy that I had, ! 
ATTORNEY: And that is the letter you wrote the day after this thing 
happened, on the third? 
MRS. WARFZELD: On the third. 
ATTORNEY: This is the firet time you have eeen it since then? 
MRS, WARFIELD: Yes. : 





ATTORNEY: And you have testified here in substance to these things which 
have been said in that letter, right? : 

MRS. WARFIELD: That's right. 

ATTORNEY: Now what effect does this letter have on you, wth respect to 
reading it? Does it shame you at all? 


VRS. WARFIELD: Naturally it would shame anybody to have to repees those 
Icind of vords. 

ATTORNEY: Would it shame anybody who had to write those words? 

MRS. WARFIELD: It did shame me, but as I said I was asked ‘to write them 
because when I went upstairs- - ~. Can't you call upstairs and ask the officer 


upstairs about me coming down here and reporting it, if he*s the one who 





told me to ceme in--- | 
ATTORNEY: If you were asked to say something indecent right now, would 


you do it? | 


MRS. WARFIELD: I wouldn't do it because it wouldn't be necessary right now. 


That was necessary, that is why I did that. 

ATTORNEY: How long did it take for that Ra. do you inow. 

MRS. WARFIELD: I don't know it was about eleven o'clock. He got there in 
about twenty minutes. He didn't lose any time along the wayside. He drove a 
natural speed, but he just talked a lot on his way over there, thet ig all. 
He didn't stop or anything like that. He got me to work, I got ‘to work at 
eleven o'clock, 

ATTORNEY: You never say this man before? ! 

MRS. WARFIELD: I never saw Mr. Coleman before in ny life, 

ATTORNEY: How long have you been at St. Elizabeth's? ! 

MRS. WARFIELD: Four years. 

ATTORNEY: Have you had occasion out there to meet patients? 

MRS. WARFIELD: Yes, I worked ‘eround. patients for eight nonths. 

ATTORNEY: Ever work around any homisexuels? le 

MRS, WARFIELD: No. 











ATTORNEY: Know what a homisexual is? : (36) 
MRS, WARFIELD: Well, I have an idea what it is, but I have never worked 
around any of them. I worked in the cafeteria, which I fed the patients 
for eight moaths. : 
ATTORNEY: Alright, my last question. You have identified Mr. Coleman? 
MRS. WARFIELD: Yes. | 
ATTORNEY: Mr. Coleman look like @ homisexual to you? | 
MR. HESS: I object to that. 


ATTORNEY: You can object to it all you want but I say we have a right 


to get an answer and I want a ruling on it. 
Your question is does he look like a honisexust to her? 
Yes. | 


MR. HESS: I don't Shink there has been a proper foundation layed here 





in the first place. | 

ATTORNEY: Her words are making a homisexal out of him. question is, 
do you think he looks like a homisexal? : 

MRS, WARFIELD: I am not trying to make anything out of him, I am only 
repeating what he said to me. You can't tell what a man is. | 

MR. HESS: I think we have all the facts here and I think it would just 
be a conclusion on her part. | 

ATTORNEY: Am I wrong, somebody else might think so? We take exception 
to all these rulings that have been adversed to the respondent. That's all 


I have. One question. How old are you Mrs, Warfield? | 
MRS, WARFIELD: Forty-eight. 
. GODSEY: Mr. Coleman, will you state to the Boerd- “-- (37) 
ATTORNEY: I would rather examine him my own way, Af you don't min 
« GODSEY: Alright. 
ATTORNEY: Your name is John Herbert Coleman? 
MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. 
ATTORNEY: And your address is 1493 Morris Road S.E., i the District of 
Columbia? . 
MR. COLEMAN: Yes. 
ATTORNEY: Are you married? 
MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. 
ATTORNEY: How long have you been married? 
MR. COLEMAN: Twenty years. : 


ATTORNEY: What is the name of your wife? 
MR, COLEMAN: Annie Coleman. 








ATTORNEY: And your wife is outside ready to be called? 
MR. COLEMAN: Yes. 





ATTORNEY: Did you tell your wife about this incident? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. 

ATTORNEY: You have any children? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. 

ATTORNEY: How many? 

MR, COLEMAN: I have got two and a step-son. 

ATTORNEY: And what is their names and sex? 

MR. COLEMAN: My daughter ie sixteen and my boy is nineteen 

ATTORNEY; And he has been accepted by Uncle Sam? 

MR. COLEMAN: That's right. 

MPTORNEY: And your dsughter is sixtecn and she is stenting school at 
McKinley High and she lives at home with you and your wife, that right? 


MR. COLEMAN: That's right. (38) 


ATTORNEY: Now what is this step-son you speak about. 

MR. COLEMAN: He was taken by my wife when he was a year and something 
old and he is 21 now. 

ATTORNEY: How long have you been married? 

MR, COLEMAN: Twenty years. 

ATTORNEY: Your occupation or your business is what? | 

MR. COLEMAN: I have been cab driver off and on. This is my thirtieth 





years 


ATTORNEY: During this thirty years have you ever had a charge similar 
| 
| 


to this placed against you? : 
MR. COLEMAN: I have never had no charges put against me pertaining to 
obscene language or vulgar language ever. I was held up once because of 
high blood pressure. 
ATTORNEY: Did you ever have a charge of this kind placed ageinst you? 
MR. COLEMAN: I never had any kind of charge placed against me. 
MITORNEY: Do you use vulgarity? | 
MR. COLEMAN: I neither drink, smoke, chew or use vulgarity. 
ATTORNEY: Did you ever use the words f uc k in your home or elsewhere? 
MR. COLEMAN: I have no reason for such. | 
ATTORNEY: Have you ever used it? 
MR. COLEMAN: No sir. | 
ATTORNEY: Directing your attention your taxicab, what) is the number of it? 


29 











MR. COLEMAN: 463. Most all the hack inspectors kmow me as a Federal (38) 


Cab Driver. 





MPTORNEY: Does your cab have any mumber on it? Like 708? 
MR. COLEMAN: No sir, that's on my identification. | 
ATTORNEY: Do you recoginze these photographs? 

MR. COLEMAN: ‘Yes sir. 

ATTORNEY: Were they taken by you? 

MR. COLEMAN: They were taken by my wife. | (39) 
ATTORNEY: Is this a fair depiction of the dash board of your taxicab? 
YR. COLEMAN: From the driver's seat that is a picture of the dash 





board right there, That is a fair depiction. 
ATTORNEY: These three are a fair depiction of your dash bound? 
MR. COLEMAN: Yes. 
Mr. Shenos presents pictures to the Board. 
ATTORNEY: You work as a fulltime cab driver? 
MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. | 
ATTORNEY: And during the course of a full days work do oe convey many 





ladics? 
. COLEMAN: I work downtown and I have people from the Dapont Plaza 
where I vork regularly, Statler, Mayflower and the Ambassador, I am downtown 


all day long. 


ATTORNEY: Answer my questions only, This is ny question, do you convey 


many ladies? 
MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. ! 
ATTORNEY: Ever have complaints from any of those ladies? 





MR, COLEMAN: None sir. 

ATTORNEY: You recall, of course, Mrs. Warfield here, the complainant? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. : 

MPTORNEY: And she is correct when she says you picked her up at Swann 
end New Hampshire Avenne? | 

MR. COLEMAN: No sir. 





ATTORNEY: No? Tell us where you picked her up? 
MR. COLEMAN: L. 

ATTORNEY: L. Tell us where you picked her Ups | 
MR. COLEMAN: Between 1716 and 1726 New Hempshire avenue and the lady got 


in my cab and said myst you take me to St. Elizabeth's?", and I said "Yes mam"s 





We stopped at 18th end New Hampshire Avene and she was trying to Light a 
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cigarette and she said "Can you give me & match it went out" end I (39) 
reached up over the sun visor and got a match and I handed it back. (40) 
ATTORNEY: ana che said she was in a hurry and she was so nervous and 
you stopped at 18th and Connecticut? | 

MR. COLEMAN: No sir 18th and M, There is a long light that turns on at 
18th end Connecticut Avenue, There ig en arrow that turns to the left to 





Connecticut Avenue. At Pennsylvania and 17th the light was lit, 
ATTORNEY: Was there a policeman there? : 
MR. COLEMAN: There is usually one there. 
ATTORNEY: Was there any conversation between you and the sedy up to there? 
MR. COLEMAN: No sir, it started just about the middle of the Navy 


Department. 





ATTORNEY: Prior to that was there anything said with rospect to these. 
charges? 

MR. COLEMAN: No sir, 

ATTORNEY: Alright. 





MR. COLEMAN: Right et the Mills Building she said "Gh, you got the 
Presidents", I said "Yes mam, there is Lincoln, Eisenhower, Roosevelt, Truman, 
Harding, Woodrow Wilson, Teddy Roosevelt and McKinley” and she! started back 


here Grant, Garfield, Buchanan, and Grover Cleveland. As you notice they are 


there in that prospective order. I say 4t fifty time a day to verious peopie. 





Very seldom anybody gets in my cab without remarking about them. 
ATTORNEY: Now, did she ask any questions with respect to each individual 
one of these statues? | 
MR. COLEMAN: "dh", she say "What is that with the hands ape" T said 
"Mrs. Eisenhower". 
ATTORNEY: You don't need to mimic. | 
wR, COLEMAN: I don't mean to mimic. I mean just the way 
There was Mrs. Eisenhower, Sam Page, Truman- - ~s | 
ATTORNEY: How long did all this conversation take place? 
MR, COLEMAN: Well, sir, we talked about the statues from -- I explained 





them and we talked about them from thet point in front of the Mills Building 
down 17th Street by East Executive Avenue, around the Memorial, Jefferson 
Memorial. From Jefferson Memoriel we take Maine Svemiee Now, fro Maine 
Avenue ve take Oh Strect. Oh street is one-way going. caste M Strest comes (41) 
hack as you gentlemen might know. Now, South Capitol Street gets you there 
from Oh Street starts at 7th. Now, from there to South Cepitcl and Oh there 
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was sone conversation about the Statues, but I don't just remember (41) 
what the exact words were. Now, from South Capitol Street and| 0h Street 
across the bridge up Sumner Road there was just a luil. I said nothing and 
the lady said nothing. 
ATTORNEY: Now when was that, from where to where? 
MR. COLEMAN: As you go down Maine Avenue you catch Oh Street, which is 
a one-way street=- = - - 
ATTORNEY: Where was this lull you were telling us about? 
MR. COLEMAN: From South Capitol and Oh where you begin to turn into the 
bridge. | 
ATTORNEY: You left turn? 
MR. COLEMAN: Yee, it is usually heavy traffic. 
ATTORNEY: Alright. Now you heard this letter read. 
MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir, and it makes me shiver. | 
ATTORNEY: The most obscene letter you ever read, is that right? 





MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. | 

ATTORNEY: And it was read over at the District Attorney's Office. 

MR. COLEMAN: I told him it was the most vulgar thing I ever read or 
witnessed, They said "Well, Coleman, we all Imow you but a citizen filed a 
complaint and we have got to find out about it. : 

ATTORNEY: Now, did you say any of these things that are said in that 





letter to that compleinant? | 
MR. COLEMAN: Gentlemen, I deny anything in there as far as the vulgarity 

and that sort of thing. I have no idea why the complainant said these things. 
ATTORNEY: Did the complainant give you any inference for you to say 

enything like that? | 





MR. COLEMAN: None whatsoever. She paid me and I gave her her change and 


went out of there. | 
ATTORNEY: Now, at the end of the street there was a preral wasn't there? 
MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir, | (42) 
ATTORNEY: Did the lady act like she was frightened? ! 
MR. COLEMAN: None whatsoever sir. There is a guard there! and you have to 
stop there first and he beckons you on. : 





ATTORNEY: Did you pinch her hand when you gave her the change? 
MRe COLEMAN: No sir. : 
ATTORNEY: How much change did you give her? 
MR. COLEMAN: Twenty cents. 








ATTORNEY: And then you turned around and left? | (42) 
MR. COLEMAN: Went on around the circle in front of the Administration 
Building and out again, the same gate. 
ATTORNEY: This map here we have gone over which shows your route that 
you took that day. Did you as the result of ny instructions start off at the 
exact point where you were hailed by this lady and cover this distance 80 
that I could Imow how much time it would take you, taking into consideration 
lights and everything else? | 
MR, COLEMAN: Yes sir. 
ATTORNEY: And I understand you started off at 1736 New a" Avenue 
and you arrived at the gate of where you 1et this lady off? 
MR, COLEMAN: Yes sir. 
ATTORNEY: How long did it take you? 


MR. COLEMAN: Twenty-one minutes. I checked thet right on this watch, 


ATTORNEY: May I see that watch. 
MR. HALLER: Ever see this lady before? 
wR. COLEMAN: Never before. I saw her on the 17th and then in the District 


Attorney's office. 





ATTORNEY: 17th of what, August? 
MR. COLEMAN: August. 





MR, HESS: What date wes that? The 17th of what month? 
MR. COLEMAN: August. 

MPTORNEY: Fifteen days efter this was aledged to have occurred. It wes 
aledgedto have occurred on the 2nd. Now, was any charges placed against (43) 
you at the District Attorney's Office? : 

MR. COLEMAN: wo etr. tr, Meson vas out there anf talked to ne ent tee 
Coleman and said "I don't know what it is all about, but to be at the District 


Attorney's Office on the 17th. 





ATTORNEY: sagon 4chd you be &ida't inov vost i ves 41 shout? 
MR, COLEMAN: After we got to the District Attorney's office they told 
me up there. | 
ATTORNEY: When she said you sucked in with your mouth, did you do that 
MR, COLEMAN: I usually chew chewing gum. _ ! 
ATTORNEY: What is the answer to that, do you know? 
MR. COLMAN: Nos T had no reason to be sucking wy teeth for any reason. 
ATIORNET: You mov, of course, these charges in here are changes to be 





attributable to a pervert, clearly enough, I think. 











MR. COLEMAN: From whet I read in that letter it is entirely 





pervert... I have never read any before or since. 
ATTORNEY: You deny the whole thing? 
MR. COLEMAN: I do sir. 





ATTORNEY: You tell us you live with your wife. 
MR. COLMAN: Yes sir. 
ATTORNEY: How is your family life with respect to normal conditions? 
MR. COLEMAN: I never had any complaints about it. Not pregging but I 
haven't had a serious argument with my wife in twenty years. 
ATTORNEY: How is your sex life though? 
MR. COLEMAN: There is nothing wrong with me as old as I am getting. My 
life is normal as any man's could be. | 
ATTORNEY: You work every day? 
MR. COLEMAN: Every day sir. 
ATTORNEY: You support your family? 
MR. COLEMAN: At the present time I am the sole support. 


ATTORNEY: Nobody else works? 





. COLEMAN: No sir. (44) 

ATTORNEY: That is all, I think the Board will want to ask some questions. 

MR. GODSEY: Do you have your manifest for that day with you? 

MR. COLEMAN: I got my fact. Mr. Mason got that, We go to: ‘insurance office 
end get new manifest. I realize I am suppose to keep a manifett. 

ATTORNEY: The manifest is lost however, the indication of testimony was 
that this trip was made that dey and eighty cents paid. 

MR. GODSEY: There is one thing I would like to ask Mr. Colmen. You say 





that you went along at the light there, and specifically stated that this 
light was red. Are you in the habit of. ‘keeping track of Lights? Ordinarily 
I can go down the street and I couldn't tell you what the colbr of the next, 


third light up was when I went past. | 
ATTORNEY: Giving him the question in an argumentive way ien't right. Go 


back and ask him if he remembers that as 2 fact. 


MR. GODSEY: I just wondered, Mre She --- 


, COLEMAN: On going back and rechecking the time of twenty-one minutes, 
I left the same place from the Jewish War Veterans on New Hampshire Avenue 
and from there you have to step on it right ‘smart for the ight at New Hampshire 
Avenue there at 18th and at Que Street you have to stop for the light that is 
why it is not noticeable. At 19th and Que Street I stopped, not Massachusetts 
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Avenue. I caught the light at Massachusetts Avenue. I had to slow at (44) 

M Street. One light changes and it is a second or so before’.the other light 

changes into Connecticut Avenue. | 
- HAULER: How long a time elapsed in between this ineident and the 





time you made this re-run. 


MR. COLEMAN: Well, it was after the 17th. 





MR. HALLER: A couple of weeks? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. : 
e HALLER: toa on thet rerun is when you refreshed your mind es to 

whether this light wes red or that one was green, etc., is thet correct? Is 


that whet you said? 


| 
MR. COLEMAN; No sir I didn't know about the lights- - - - 
| 
| 


MR. HALLER: Tell us what you did say. | 
MR. COLEMAN: On leaving, I remember- <- - (45) 
. HALLER: Answer the question where you started to say e7 remember 
something". 
ATTORNEY: Answer his question. 
MR, HALLER: I was going to ask the same question Mr. Godsey dic. I am a 
little impressed by your sharp remembrance of what this light was and what 
thet light was and so forth on this route from New Hempshire and M Street 
dow to St. Elibabeth's Hospital. You seem to have a very good remembrance a8 
to which light was red and so forth. 





MR, COLEMAN: I work from the Dupont Plaza most of the time and you have 
to go up and touch those light to cut around and get back on the hack stand. 
Now on leaving the 1700 block of New Hampshire Avenue you croes 18th Street 
and coming up New Hampshire Avemue you nit the other light there and you can 
not catch the light at Que Street. It catches you every time unless you 
really speed. Now at Que Street 4s where the young lady asked me for a match. 
Then at about M Street going down near Pemsylvania Avenue she said "Oh, 
you have the Presidents". | 

. HALLER: Do you remember there was an officer there 3 17th and 
Pennsylvania Avenue? i : 
MR. COLEMAN: No sir. | | 
HALLER: I thought on the direct testimony you seid os could call out 

MR, COLEMAN: No, sir, I said I didn't notice whether there was an officer 

or not. Traffic was heavy. 
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ATTORNEY: I asked him and he said he didn't recall whether there (45) 

was one or not. : 

- HESS: There is no question at all but that che was in yous cab on 

August 2nd, is there? | 

MR, COLEMAN: That is correct sir, | 

MR. HESS: The only question is whether or not this Jenguege end other 

things that she states took place, is that correct? 
MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. 

MR. HESS: Now this took place on August ond, is that right? 

» COLEMAN: Yes sir. | 

MR. HESS: Around 10:40 in the morning, would you say that was about right? 





MR, COLEMAN: Yes sir. : (46) 

MR, HESS: And when did this complaint first come to your attention? 

MR. COLEMAN: I think it was Mr. Larry Mason that come to my house. 

MR. HESS: Well, what day was that? 

MR. COLEMAN: I don't know, but he told me to meet him in the District 
Attorney's office on the 17th. : 

MR. HESS: Well, would you say that was the 16th or 15th, when he came to 


your house? 





MR. COLEMAN: Couple days before the 17th, | 
MR. HESS: This took place on the 2nd and you can't tell us whether it was 
within a week or two weeks, : 
MR. COLEMAN: It hes to be a week or ten days. 
MR. HESS: A week or ten days before this complaint ever came to your 
attention, is that correct? 





MR, COLEMAN: Mr. Mason called me into the office about a wpek later, 
MR. HESS: Called you in about e week later? 
MR. COLEMAN: Yes and said "I've got a complaint on you and it is not good". 


HESS: And you are & fulltime hacker, is that correct? 


COLEMAN: Yes sir. 





MR. HESS: And you have been hacking every day since that date? 


MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir, it is my only livelihood. . | 
MR, HESS: And you have a clear recollection she is the one who haSled 
you on that day? 3 | | 
MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. I recognized her in the District Attorney's Office, 


We have done nothing to deny he is the man. 





I realize that, but I am cross-examining hin, Mr. Shenos,. 








I realize that, you go right ahead. : (46) 
You have a clear recollection she hailed you and so forth, 
is that correct? 
MR, COLEMAN: Yes sir, 





» HESS: And you algo have a clear recollection about thie con- (47) 
versation about the statues starting at the Mills Building? 
MR. COLEMAN: It happened a% about one of the intersections --- 
MR. HESS: You have a clear recollection of that happening at the Mills 
Building? | 


MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. 


MR. HESS: And you have a clear recollection of the conversation taking 


place all the way to South Capitol Street and Oh Streets? 
MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. All pertaining to the statues. 
MR. HESS: And you state practically nobody gets in this cab without 


discussing thege statues with you, is that correct? 





MR. COLEMAN: I have them there for that purpose. i 

MR. HESS: And you say this trip took approximately 21 minutes? 

MR. COLEMAN: Exactly 21 minutes from where I started with the lady up to 
where she got out across from the Administration Building in St. Elizabeth's. 

MR. HESS: Now this trip took 21 mimtes and the conversatién took place 
from the Mills Building to South Capitol and Oh Street. 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. 





MR. HESS: You had no occasion to refresh your recollection until at least 
a week after this happened, is that correct? | 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. 

MR. HESS: And you never saw her before in your life? | 

MR. COLEMAN: Never saw her before the time she got in the cab and the 





second time was in the District Attorney's Office and this is the third time. 
MR. HESS: Do you know any reason why she would lodge such a complaint 

ageinst you if the facts were not so? | 
MR. COLEMAN: I have no idea, I have never seen her before. 
LT. HENSLEY: I have a few questions. In the course of testimony Mr. Shenos 

was asiing you the questions and in going along, as I understand it, there 

was originally the match incident which started some place along the way 

and then there was a conversation regarding statues or figures on through 

until Meine Avenue and Oh Street. Then there was a lull in the conversation 

from there to South Capitol Street- - - - (48) 
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MR. COLEMAN: Across the bridge. (48) 
LT.. HENSLEY: Across the bridge. Under the direct examination there, is 
thet the entire convereation that was held with this young lady here, Mrs. 
Warfield? , | 
MR. COLEMAN: Concerning the Statues. 
LT, HENSLEY: That was the entire conversation including the statuettes. 
Was there anything else. Did you discuss anything else? 
MR. COLEMAN: Other than asking for a match and I handed her the match 





without any conversation. 


LT. HENSLEY: Was there any other conversation? 





MR. COLEMAN: She started the conversation. The lady said "Oh, you have 
the Presidents" and I started explaining Mr. and Mrs. Eisenhower- - - 

L™, HENSLEY: Yes, I got that and the fact she said something about her 
family ana she was nervous or something like that, including that, but 1 
meen other then that which has been testified to in the direct examination, 
was there any other ccnversation? 
MR. COLEMAN: No sir. 
LT. HENSLEY: None at all? 

MR, COLEMAN: No sir. 


LT. HENSLEZ: Nothing about your wife? Nothing sbout your family? 


MR. COLEMAN: I mentioned my daughter in the District Attorney's Office. 


LT. HENSLEY: I mean during this conversation. 

MR. COLEMAN: No sir. 

LT. HENSLEY: How old are you? 

MR. COUEMAN: Fifty-eight sir. i 

LT. HENSLEY: Mrs. Warfield testified that you stated that) at your age, 
that you were fifty-eight, and you knew what your limitations were. Now tell 
me how Mrs, Warfield: knew you were fifty-eight? | 

MR. COLEMAN: I don't know how, whether it was at the District Attorney's 
or not or hack inspector's office or what. I never told Mrs. Werfield (49) 
my age I had no reason to. i 

- HALLER: You said several times thet you are 4 fulltine ceb driver? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir ; | 

MR. HALLER: Have you had in the last three or four years eny other part- 
time or side jobs or work of any kind other than driving a cab? 





MR. COLEMAN: No sir. 
MR. HALLER: Not within the lest three or four years? 








MR. COLEMAN: No sir. No sir, not since 1953, 

MR. HALLER: You mentioned the Dupont Plaza? 

MR. COLEMAN: Off the cab stand. 

MR. HALLER: You work off the Dupont Plaza cab stand? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir, Mr. Gerhardt, I think it is, Mr. Madigan, Mr. Poole, 
Q11 of them know me personally. They know I am out there working every day. 
ind I work up there, I don't like to say this, but I work downtown, end I 





explained to Mr. Mason that day, "I can remember the lady very clearly 
because I very seldom haul colored", | 

B MR. HALLER: The reason for ny question about partime driving is that 
I have seen you around town someplace. Your face is very fomiliar, I have 
been trying to place where it was. I don't Imow that it has any particular 
importance to this hearing, I would like to elaborate on a question Mr. Hess 
as’ed you, Mr. Coleman. Can you conceive of any reason why this lady would 
tate a day off from her work to come to the Hack Inspector's Office, a dey 
off to come to the District Attorney's Office, a day off to come down here=- - - 

MR. COLEMAN: She was called to the District Attorney's Office, sir. 


MR. HALIER: Alright. Why should she lose her time from her wort to file 





these very amiss charges? What would she gain? Do you have any answer to 
that? Why would she do thet deliberately. I don't know humcan nature, I ame 
few years older than you are but I just don't see a human brain working to 
write a letter like that and take the time and make these charges for not 





reason at all. Do you have any conception of what might have prompted that? 
ATTORNEY: Go head and give the enswer. ! 
MR. COLEMAN: Mr. Larry called me in the office, there on showed me the 
letter- - - | (50) 


MR. HESS: Who is Mr. Larry? 


ATTORNEY: Officer Mason? | 


MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir, I was just as much surprised as you at reading 
that letter as any one of you could be reading it right now. I imow nothing 
about it, I sweer to my maker, 

MR. HESS: You have no idea what prompted this lady to write that letter? 

MR, COLEMAN: No sir. I never saw the lady before she was in my cab. The 
second time was the District Attorney's Office on the 17th and today. 

ATTORNEY: Didn't I ask you that same question out front before we came 
in? Why would this woman, vhat vould prompt her to make these charges, 80 


gestly, so vulgar charges ogainst you if you never saw her before? Didn't I 
ask you that? | 
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MR, COLEMAN: Yes sir. 

ATTORNEY: And what did you tell me? 
MR, COLEMAN: I couldn't answer it. 
ATTORNEY: Unless she wes what? 

MR. COLEMAN: Dreaming. 





ATTORNEY: May I ask one question of the complainant? 
MR. GODSEY: Yes. 

ATTORNEY: Mrs. Warfield, didn't you say you were at St. Elizabeth's 
years? 

MRS, WARFIELD: Thet's right. 





ATTORNEY: You ever have any treatment there? 

MRS, WARFIELD: No, I don't need any treatment. I work for one of the 
head phychetrists myself, I work for Dr. Hoffman. You can cell hin yourself, 

ATTORNEY: Dr. Hoffman, that's right. 

MRS. WARFIELD: You have a right to call him if you went to, You can get 
records from anybody over there at St. Elizabeth's Hospital if you want to, 
but everything I said in that letter 4s what thet man seid to me. 

MITORNEY: Are you in your forty's? : (51) 

MRS. WARFIELD: Yes. 

ATTORNEY: Are you going through change of life? 

MRS. WARFIELD: No, I am not going through any change of life, I am going 





through the same thing thet happened to me that morning, I vent to work and 


I came back and reported it the next day. I wouldn't lose my time from work to 
| 


come down here if nothing was said, 
ATTORNEY: Mra. Warfield, you mede this statement Sma I get ali cab 

mrabers when I get in, in case anything happens", 
MRS. WARFIELD: That is true. 
ATTORNEY: You have told us that nothing before has vepgenda to you. 
MRS. WARFIELD: I have stated my reason. I left a billfold inside a cab 

one time. : 
ATTORNEY: Has cxytning Like this ever hippened to you beftre? 
MRS. WARFIELD: No, it has never happened to me before. 
ATTORNEY: This alleged thing, did anything happen?, 





MR. HESS: I have a few questions of Mr. Coleman. Mr. Shenos asked a fev 
. questions digging into his reputation, did I understand his statenent to be 


he had never been charged with any criminal offense? 
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MR, COLEMAN: No, sir my record shows there, I think in forty-eight (51) 
‘or forty-nine there was a man sold me some tires at Georgia Avenue and 
Columbia Roed- - = 
MR. HESS: Is that your only arrest? 
MR, COLEMAN: No sir, I-have been caught in crap games times. 
ASTORNEY: My questions was have you ever in your whole life, your career, 
ever been charged with any offense criminally except this one here? 


MR. COLEMAN: No sir. | 


MR. HESS: Wasn't your answer to Mr. Shenos' question "No, I haven't been 


charged ever with any offense of this nature or any other criminal offense"? 





MR. COLEMAN: No sir, that was not my answer. My ansver was I have never 
been charged with anything like this complaint. : (52) 
MR. HESS: Alright. | 

ATTORNEY: I would like to ask Colman a few questicnc. When Officer Larry 
Meson of the Hack Inspector's Office read this caledged complaint to you, did 
you st that time deny it? : 

MR. COLEMAN: He didn't read it to me, sir. He handed me the letter and 


said, "Coleman, read this". 





ATTORNEY: Alright, that is when you read it. Sorry, I wes wrong, don't 
ke it ony herder. /fter you read it and you digested what vos in that letter, 

did you deny it to Officer Mason? : 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. | 

ATTORNEY: Now, when you went to the District Attorney's orrice » aid you 
deny it then? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. 

ATTORNEY: And you denied it to me? 

MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. 

ATTORNEY: And you deny it here? 


MR. COLEMAN: Yes sir. 





ATTORNEY: Now do you deny in toto everything in that complaint? 
COLMAN: Yes sir. : 
ATTORNEY: Now thot complaint shows 2 date of August 6th as having been 


reecived? 
MR. GODSEY: Received in the Office of the Hack Inspector. | 


ATTORNEY: August 6th. 


MR. GODSEY: Yes sir, August 6th ie the date stamped on it. 
ATTORNEY: Is any member here interested in knowing anything about this 


route ct all. 











MR. GODSEY: I think it is all established. 
ATTORNEY: Alright, then we won't go into that. 


Mrs, Anna Coleman is called as witness. 


MR. SHENOS: Mrs. Coleman, will you state for the purpose of the (53) 


record and to these gentlemen sitting here, your full name. 





MRS. COLEMAN: My full name is Anna Coleman. 

ATTORNEY: Will you repeat that? 

MRS. COLEMAN: Anna Coleman. 

ATTORNEY: And is John Herbert Coleman your husband? 

MRS. COLEMAN: Yes. 

ATTORNEY: How long have you two been married? 

MRS. COLEMAN: Twenty years. 

ATTORNEY: How many children have you? 

MRS. COLEMAN: Three. | 

ATTORNEY: Now, what is the condition of your home life, reepecting your 
every day life? : 

MRS. COLEMAN: Very happy, normal home life. 

ATTORNEY: Ie Mr. Coleman the sole support of the family at this time? 

MRS. COLEMAN: He is. 

ATTORNEY: And does he do anything else besides drive a taxi? 

MRS. COLEMAN: No. : 

ATTORNEY: Do you love your husband? 

MRS. COLEMAN: Yes. 

ATTORNEY: And does he love you? 

MRS, COLEMAN: Very much. | 

ATTORNEY: Did he ever have any trouble with the children? 

MRS. COLEMAN: No. 

ATTORNEY: Did you have any serious touble with him? 

MRS. COLEMAN: No. | 

ATTORNEY: Now I ask you this, respecting your sex life, on whenever you 
have intercourse what is your life in that respect? 

MRS. COLEMAN: Well, I have a very normal sex life with my husbend (54) 
he is a-normal person, I have no complaints, | 

ATEORNEY Is that normal’ sex relations? 

MRS. COLEMAN: Yes. 

" ATTORNEY: Has anything ever happened abnormal? 
MRS. COLEMAN: No. 











ATTORNEY: Was he ever reluctant in having sexual intimicies with (54) 
you? | 
MRS. COLEMAN: No. 


ATTORNEY: Now you have en idea about these charges? 

MRS. COLEMAN: A little, yes. 

ATTORNEY: i asked you to come to the office, didn" I? 

MRS. COLEMAN: Yes. | 

ATTORNEY: And I tceld Mr. Coleman that he should te1l his wife about these 
charges, isn't that right? | 

MRS. COLEMAN: Yes. : 


ATTORNEY: Do you Imow of any reason why your husband should be any 





different sexually, than when he is heme, that is as far as his sexual appituces 
are concerned? | 
MRS. COLEMAN: No, he hasn't been any different so far. , 
ATTORNEY: During your 20 years of marriage has he shown any inclination 
or attempted any sexual intimicies with you in any other than the normal way? 
MRS. COLEMAN: Oh no. : 


ATTORNEY: How were you told about this? 


MRS, COLEMAN: The lawyer told him to tell me what it was all about. 


ATTORNEY: That was my talking to him at the office I asked him about had 
he told his wife about it. He said Mr. Shenos I am so ashamed of a thing like 
this, I said I can't help it, she should lmow about it and bring her in. 

LT. HENSLEY: I have no questions. | 





ATTORNEY: I have a letter here, I don't have them in rotation. 

AT THIS POINT MR. SHENOS READS LETTERS of character referenoes into (55) 
the record (Letters are in front of the file) 
arTORNEY: “And with thet I conclude the respondents case end wish to 
nresent an observation. Gentlemen of the board, if you don't mind I'll stand, 





I think in about 20 years that I have represented respondents before this 
board, I have never in all my career heard a letter read whieh in body such 
scurrilous statement es malicious and vulgar language and statenents. 

Why the words used in there I'd dare say wovld be used by someone so abnormal 
and so close to en animal, that the letter itself would shock the decency of 
any inman being. To read that letter or hear it read, the person that wrote 
it: sit down end actually put such words in writing. Now I vant to tell you, 
the Board, at this particular point in my observation, this case here is, I 


would say respecting the good character that this man comes tn here with 30 








years of cab driving, his neighbors who have mown him for 22 years (55) 
and tell you he is reliable and courteous and good moral fiber. This man 
coming here end having this charge put against hin would be the next thing 

to him landing in court end being charged with rape. It is the most dis- 
graceful charge I've ever heard or had to represent anybody for before this 
board. Why- = I hope that you gentlemen will have the experience of business 
men, and other work such as the prosecution of cases will bear in mind the 


most saliant thing, that there is no corroboration to this, not one scintilla, 





not from any foreign course is there any corroboration, and the court of 
appeals, The Municipal Court of Appeals, there is no eircunstancial evidence- 
and the court says that the birsmirching of a mans character through the 
testimony of one person is not sufficient, because anybody can condem 
another and ruin him for life, ruin his reputation, his good character. AS 
far as this case is concerned, taking away his livelyhooc. I say to you that 
you mst exercise the greatest powers you have as to why this thing has been 
done. That question has been asked here by the respondent if he could give 
any reason the complainant would make such charges. I think you will have 

to go further and find out why the complainant would make such a charge. 
Would it be from a monetary, there is no testimony here to that effect. 

Would it be for spite, there is no testimony to that either. ving? You have 

to analyze this charge. These seurrlious words and the circumstances why 

and surrounding these things if any weight is to be given these charges, 

if any weight be given at all. And may I repeat, and I want to repeat this 
for the record, with no corroboration, none whatsoever. This clein is a 

word of mouth with no solitary reason or why this man is being, has been 80 
condemned. I personally, and I think this Board knows me well. enough, that 
when I present theee cases here that I do it on a two fold basis, ny first 
and primary duty of course, is to my client and if I may say secondly, lot 

of times it comes first, I try when I prepare a case to find out as much about 
3+ so that the Board can reach a verdict more clearly. I am conscious » of 
course, that this is an administrative board. You being an ednintstrative 
board and having more power, in my own mumble conception than even a court 

of law, where a man could be fined 10 or 20 doliars, you have the power of 
taking away his livelyhood, taking away privileges, which he bas (56) 
honored, privileges which the fathers of this city granted 20 he could earn a 
living, A privilege he has lived up to, as shown by these letters, What do 


we have? The respondent saying the complainant getting into hts cab and 











\ 
| 
| 


lighting a apes: We have the most diverst testimony but the ime (56) 
portant thing is that the testimony is that by my directions the respondent 
took the same route on August 7, and according to my notation he took it at 
10:25 and arrived at the hospital and home of Dr. Hoffman at 10: 46, exactly. 
“itme 21 minutes. Now do you believe that in that 21 minutes thet there could 
have been discussions of the nature that have been disclosed here and 
testified here to by the complainant. We have agreed testimony | about the 
little statuettes, with the crucifix hanging over the top of them. Do you 
think that the conversation about the statuettes took no time et all? I 

dare say that it did take a great deal of time end noting that. there is no 
corroboration to the complainant's story and I don't know if it fabricated 
iliusionary or where it came fron, but it may be what the respondent says, 
it was, a dream, There is no corroboration at all. I say this could not have 


taen place in this 21 minute trip with the agreed testimony concerning the 





statuettes. He in no way tried to touch her, and the only time his hand 

came in contact with his is when he gave her the change even then he did 

not grab her hand, And when he took the money he touched her hand. Is it 
possible to believe? You may ask why she should do anything Like this? I 
don't Imow. Coleman doesn't know. Mrs. Coleman doesn't know. And gentlemen, 
I don't believe you or I lmow why these things were done. Has there been any 
flattery, any person along the way from the time Coleman heard about these 
charges which might indicate to you any subconsciousness, Nd. ‘Before Larry 
Mason, the police officer connected with the hack inspector's Office, he 

was ashamed of these charges and that anything like this was gone to hin. 
Before the District Attorney's, this thing was aired out like} we air things 
out in the Corporation Council's Office. He was not held and not charged. 
Here today is the same thing. I say to you with all sincerity, that there is 
a grave, grave doubt and when there is a scintilla of doubt, in a case in 
which a mans job, his character and his reputation and everyting depends 
upon it, something contrived and put down by the complianant, 71 think mst 
be given great serustzination, particularly so when there is not a seintilla 
of corroboration. I might say in closing, that the ordinary women, I know ny 
wife, wouldn't do a thing like this if it had happened, she she would have for- 
gotten it. She wouldn't have dared faced me and told me to my face, that 


some one had made such a ears much less put it down in writing. If you 





search yourself in your own home, I don't think your wife would have done 
that, let alone tell some policeman. Who is that real We don't know. 
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And next she goes to the hack inspector's office, and then finally, (56) 

four days later on the 6th she delivers this letter. Now there is the truth. 

Why she did, I do not know. I say to you gentlemen that there is only one 

who may know and that is God above, nobody else. I think lyour verdict (57) 

in this case chould be a complete exoneration of this man. The charges 

should be dismissed. | 

END OF RECORD 

I, Mae Ager, do hereby certify that to the best of my ability, (58) 

the foregoing is an official and accurate transcript of the testimony taken 

and proceedings had before the Hearing Officer. | 


Transcribed by: M.Ager 
Nov. 19, 1956 





No phone 1701 Swann St. N. We 
Washington 9, D. c. 


Apt. 6 
File Complaint on Cab Driver RECEIVED 
as ae en ol PUBLIS ‘VERICLE 
PERMIT 
AUG + 6 1956 


Eleanor D. Warfield 


to whom it may concern I Eleanor D. Warfield 
Caught a federal cab no 463 Griven by John H Coleman at New Hampshire Ave & 
Swann St. Ne W. on Aug. 2 1956 time 10:40 am to go to St. Elizabeth Hospital 
where I am employed, When we reach New Hampshire and 18th St I started to 

light a cigarette and I lighted about 3 matches and I said to my self Oh 

he said what's wrong I said nothing having trouble getting my cigarette 
lighted I guess I not use to smoking king size. he said it tad when you 

cant judge the length of things..then he started right from that using 

vulgar language to me such as saying when I got in his cab I did something 

to him he told me he knew his age was against but he could suck my breast 

for ebout 5-mimites then slide his head down between my legs and suck my 

coc!: until I came I know you got something good between your legs because 

you are a long brown my kind of women he said I dont do any fucking but I 
sure will put my long tongue up there and let that juice run down my throat 
and I would not put any strain on you, I was so upset I could ‘not sleep on 
the night of Aug 6, When I got to work I was so upset I dropped things (60) 





ond broke a plate but I tried to keep my troubles hid from the lady I work 


ror because I did not want to go all over it again please do something 
| 


“with this man because some body life may be in danger. While he was talking 


EXHIBIT L 








all that filt to me he would look back at me and say, dam, you, if (60) 
you don't think I can make you forget every thing just let me steal you for 
about 1/2 hour. Never in my life heve I ever had any body to tae to me 

like that he keep eaying I am not crazy I know what I want you just do 
something to me then he would make somekind fumny noise with he mouth, 


When I got to work I told him he was the worst cab driver I had ever seen 





he said I dont fuck eny bedy. 


GOVERNMENT CF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
METROPOLITAN POLICE DEPARTMENT 


| _August 29,1956 _ 
Tt ie recommended thet JOHN HERBERT COLEMAN ! . 


3493 Morris Road, S. E. required to show cause why his Hacker's identification 
License should not be suspended or revoked, because cf the Complaint, attached, 


hereto. 
/a/ William J, Linnman 


DASE OF HEARING Revoke Deputy Chief in Charge of Traffic 





TECCMENDATION of the REVOKED | 
BOARD OF REVOCATION AND I. D. Card 
REVIEW OF PUBLIC VEHICLE RECEIVED 
LICENSES PUBLIC VEHICLE 
e/ Ge A, England PERMIT 


OcT 25 1956, 
s/ Lee S. Rensley /a/ $B Myer 


s/ Fred L. Haller 


s/ John R. Hess 





s/ Wiley W. Godsey 





EXHIBIT B 


September 24,° 1956 (63) 


To Whom it May Concern ! 
This is to state that I have personally lmown Mr. Jobn H, Coleman of 

3493 Morris Road So East DC for over 20 years and have always! found honest 

truthful. and relieble : 


Your respectfully 


/s/ Mortiner F, Smith 


611 - Fla Ave NW 











Washington 10, D. C. 


9 = 23 - 56 


1234 You St. NW 


In speaking in letter for Mr, John H. Coleman no one could want the serv 


To Whom This May Concern 


of a finer man. I have known him for 22 years and he has always been 
courteous to everyone to my judgment there is no better American 


Your Very Truly 
HO 2-9697 s/ \m Oscar Owens 


EXHIBIT G 


The McGUIRE Funeral Service 
Incorporated 





1820 to 1826 Ninth Street, N. W., Washington 1, D. C. 


Telephone HObart 2500 | 
September 20, 1956 


To whom It May Concern: 
This is to state that I have known John H, Coleman, now of 1493 Morris Road, 
S.E., for over twenty years and believe him to be industrious, capable, and 
of good character. 


He, as I recall, worked for our firm on a part-time basis some years ago and 





was quite satisfactory. 
Thaniing you for your consideration, I remaim 
Very truly yours 


/s Robert G. McGuire, Jr 
Robert G, MeGuire, Jr 





EXHIBIT H | 
13 September 1956 (66) 
To whom It May Concern: | 
I have known MR. JOHN COLEMAN for approximately ten vectsh as a neighbor 





end a friend of the family. His strong character is reflected in his children 
who are my friends. On the basis of this, I can say to the best of ny 
Imowledge, MR. JOHN COLEMAN, is a respected person in the oonanmnity, in which 
we live; he has high moral and social stendards; and he has a unique 


personality. 
Sincerely, 





(Mrs.) Delores P. Brent 
1452 Cedar Pl S.E. 
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2337 Pitts Place S.E. | 
Washington, 20, D.C. : 
September 10, 1956 
To whom this may concern: 
I have known Mr. John H, Coleman, of 1493 Morris Rae, Se Be, for the 
ge years I have found him to be a person of 





past twelve years. During the 
individual with a fine personality 


fine character. He is a level headed 
11 liked by ell his 


and exercises good judgement at all times. He is we 


neighbors and friends. 
Respectifully yours, | 


Robert D. Collins | manager 
s/ Robert D. Collins clerk post 
office 
EXHIBIT J | 
2533 High Ste SE5 (68) 


Washington 20, D.C. 
September 30, 1956 





To Whom It May Concern 


I have known Mr. John Coleman for five years. And he is & very respected 


He is also moral and is Liked by 


man in the neighbor of which we live. 
Everyone in this commmity. | 
' Yours truly, 
/s/ Miss Louise Banks 
EXHIBIT K | 








| UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
JOHN H. COLEMAN ) | 
Plaintiff ! 
Ve Civil Action No. 4410-56 
WILEY W. GODSEY, etc., et ale | 
: 
Defendants ) : 


ASPIDAVIT OF WILEY We GODSEY, wOeER, BOARD OF 


REVOCATION AND REVIEW OF HACKERS' IDENTIFICATION CARDS 
| 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, ss: ! 


Personally appeared Wiley W. Godsey, who being first duly sworn, upon 
| 


his oath deposes and says: 
t was the Acting Chairman, Board of Revocation and Review of Hackers’ 


Identification Cards, D. Ce, On October 24, 19566 Five members constituted 


the Board on said date. In addition to myself, John R. Hess, Assistant 


Corporation Counsel, D. C., Less S. Hensley, Lieutenant, treftic Division, 





(69) 





Metropolitan Police Department, George A. England, Special Assistant (69) 
of the Commissioners, D. C., and Fred L. Haller, Representative, Commis- 
sioner's Traffic Advisory Board, heard the evidence on charges brought 





against John H. Coleman, Following the hearing on said charges, the members 
of the Board unarimously concluded that the hackers’ card which John H. 
Coleman posseesed be revoked. ! 

A recording of the proceedings held before the Board in the matter of 
John He Coleman was made. An official transcript was prepared fron said 
recording and said transcript and documentary evidence received by the 
Board (Exhibits A-L) truly reflects the proceedings. The above named 
members of the Board, and I as Acting Chairman thereof, were the only persons 


who considered and passed upon the charges against John H. Coleman. (70) 


The Honorable Robert E. McLaughlin, David E. Karrick and Thomas A. Lane, 


Commissioners, D. C., took no part in said hearing. 


/s/ Wiley W. Godsey 
Subscribed and sworn to before me this 20 day of November, 1956, 
/s/ Adam A. Geibel 


NOTARY PUBLIC | 
EXHIBIT M 


IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


JOHN H. COLEMAN, 
Plaintiff, 
Ve , Civil Action No. 4410-56 
WILEY GODSEY, etc., et al., : 


Defendants. 





Upon consideration of plaintiff's motion for preliminary injunction, of 
defendants' motion to dismiss or, in the alternative for summary judgment, of 
the points and authorities filed in support of and in opposition to said 

motions and of oral argument held thereon in open Court, it ia, by the 
Court, this day of December, 1956 | 

ORDERED: 

(1) That pleintiff's motion for a preliminary injunction be, and it is 
hereby, denied; . | 

(2) That the motion of defendants to dismiss or, in the alternative, 
for summary judgment be, and it is hereby, granted; and, 











(3) That the above-entitled cause by, and it hereby, finally 
dismissed. | 


Copy mailed to James Sheros, Esq., : 
Southern Building, Washington 5, D. C., 
Attorney for Plaintiff, on Dec. 21, 1956 
/s/ 

LYMAN J. UMSTEAD, “ae 
Assistant Corporation Counsel, D. Ce, 
Attorney for Defendants, 

District Building, . 


Washington 4, D. C. 





UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

JOHN H. COLEMAN, 
Plaintiff, : 
V8. Civil Action No. 4410-56 
WILEY YW. GODSEY, et al. | 
Defendants. 


NOTICE OF APPEAL 


Notice is hereby given this 2lst day of December, 1956, that John H. 
Colman, plaintiff, hereby appeals to the United States Court of Appeals for 
the District of Columbia from the judgment of this Court entered on the 
21st day of December, 1956, in favor of defendants against said plaintiff. 

/s/ Jemes Shenos | 


James Shenos : 
Attorney for the Pleintiff 


Mailed copy of the foregoing Notice of Appeal to Lyman J. Umstead, Esq., 


Assistant Corporation Counsel, District Building, this 26st day of December,” 


1956. 7 
/s/ James Shenos 


James Shenos 


IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 





JOHN H. COLEMAN, ) 
Plaintiff, ! 
V8. Civil Action No. 4410-56 


WILEY W. GODSEY, et al, 
Defendants 











| 
| 
ORDER ! (73) 

Upon consideration of the oral motion of the plaintiff herein to send 
the original papers in their entirety in the above-entitled cause to the 
United States Court of Appeals for use by that Court on appeal, it is, by the 
Court this 23 day of Jamary, 1957, 

ORDERED that the original papers filed in this Court may be used in and 
transmitted to the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia. 


/3/ 3. Pine 


Consented to: JUDGE 


Lyman J. Umstead, 
Assistant Corporation Counsel, D.C. 


Attorney for Defendants | 
Mrel 756-57 


IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


JOHN H. COLEMAN, 


Plaintiff (Petitioner) 


vs, Civil Action No. 4410-56 





WILEY W. GODSEY et al. 


) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 


Defendants 


ORDER ! 
Upon consideration of the motion of counsel for plaintiff — the 
affidavit of said plaintiff, and it appearing therefrom that the said 





plaintiff is unable to pay the costs of filing and docketing nis appeal in 

this action, it is, this___day of March, 1957 ! 
ORDERED, that the plaintiff be, and he hereby is granted leave to docket 

and proceed with his appeal without being required to prepay fees and costs. 





/s/ Matthew 
JUDGE 
NO OBJECTION: 
/s/ Lyman J. Umstead 


Assistant Corporation Counsel 








